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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE sSIXTY-FOURTH anniversary festival of the United Law 
Clerks’ Society, to be held on the 24th inst., is likely to be an 
occasion of unusual interest, since the Speaker of the House of 
Commons is to take the chair. It is to be hoped that members 
of the profession will make an effort to be present. 





Lorp Hatssury ia his speech at the Mansion House on 
Wednesday expressed a wish that all courts in this country 
had an official shorthand writer. He appears to have advo- 
cated this on the ground of the check it would impose on the 
bench and the bar ; but did he consider the delay which might be 
occasioned to suitors in obtaining transcripts if there was a 
monopoly by the official shorthand writer in each court ? 





Tne Lanp Recistry was so strongly attacked on both sides of 
the House of Commons on the first consideration, on the Ist of 
May, of the vote for its salaries and expenses, that it was 
natural enough, when the vote came up again last week, that 
its representative on the Committee which sat last year 
should take up the cudgels in its defence. We can hardly 
congratulate the office, however, on the nature of the defence. 
All Sir R. Rem could say was that “the Registry was so limited 
an its scope that it could hardly be said to be a living registry. 
The duties were well performed by the gentlemen in charge of 
the office, but the results did not yield to the country anything 
like the results which were to be expected for even the moderate 
expenditure.” One would really suppose from Sir R. Rem’s 
remarks that there was some legislation limiting the sphere 
of operations of the office. What lay member of the House 
would imagine that its sphere of operations was absolutely un- 
limited, a that the reason why “ it could hardly be said to be 
a living office” is that so few landowners care to register their 
titles ? But then, you see, to have stated this would have involved 
a further statement that legislation was required to compel the 
reluctant landowners to avail themselves of the priceless boon 
offered by the office; and this would have been somewhat 
awkward. Sir R. Rem, after making the above-cited remarks, 
| rather skilfully dropped the defence of the Land istry and 

devoted himself to the Land Transfer Bill. He told the House 
that the evidence given before the Committee last year “pro- 
‘duced upon his mind an absolute and certain conviction that the 
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scheme was workable, that it might be cheap, and that 
it would be of more value to agriculture and to Jandowners than 
any other nostrums.”’ As no evidence was given in favour of 
the Bill, this is a somewhat remarkable statement to make. 
What he meant, probably, was that, notwithstanding the 
evidence given against the Bill, he retained the opinion he had 
formed before the Committee commenced its sittings. 

















Bur THE weapons used in the debate were, mainly, not 
argument, but abuse of solicitors. With the honourable 
exception of Lord Hatssury, it will be found that this is the 
line usually adopted by the adherents of the Land Registry. 
Sir R. Rem sneered at the “ well-meaning persons, solicitors,” 
who opposed Lord Hzrscuett’s Bill. “Country gentlemen,” he 
said, “listened to their solicitors, and did not take any step to 
help themselves in a matter which was of vital consequence.” 
But the late Attorney-General was completely outdone in this 
respect by Sir Wizu1am Harcourt, who has suddenly developed 
a keen interest in the land transfer question. His remarks 
should be quoted; they are quite too delightful to be left un- 
recorded :— 


“The fact was that no landowner in the kingdom knew whether 
he had a good title to his land or not. The title deeds to the greatest 
estates in the country were locked up in a box in a solicitor’s office, 
and neither the landowner nor his solicitor really knew whether those 
documents gave a good title to the property they referred to, and 
that was the condition of the title to all land. When a landowner 
wanted to sell his property, one of the first conditions he made was 
that the purchaser should not require him to make out an absolute 
title. The fact was that the family solicitor always said to 
his client: ‘ For Heaven’s sake do not allow your title to your pro- 

to be inquired into, because you may not have a good title to 
it.’ The result was that the landowner became alarmed, and the 
family solicitor, for obvious reasons, objected to any change being 
made in the law on the subject. The consequence was that when 
any attempt was made to abolish this scandalous state of things the 
whole body of solicitors came down and used all their legitimate 
influence to prevent that attempt from being successful. . . . 
Lawyers appeared to have inherited the tendency of the priesthood 
of olden times, who wrapped up their religion in forms that were un- 
intelligible to ordinary people, and it was to that fact that we owed 
the present position of our titles to land.” 


It does not seem likely that even Sir W. Hancovrr would 
venture on a statement as to the practice on sales of land without 
having received some information on the subject. Who can be 
the simpleton who has told him that the family solicitor always 
advised a vendor of land not to have his title inquired into? 
And supposing that Sir W. Harcover was told this, he must surely 
have heard, over and over again, the stock argument in favour 
of the Land Transfer Bill, derived from the fact that the title of 
the vendor of land is produced, proved, and investigated on 
every sale. The animus of the supporters of the Land Transfer 
Bill (other than Lord Hatssvry) against solicitors remains the 
same as it always has been, but they seem to grow a trifle more 
unscrupulous in its expression. 





We rzist elsewhere a letter from an esteemed correspondent 
questioning the correctness of the view we expressed last week 
upon the decision of Nortu, J., with respect to conveyances by 
married women trustees, and pointing out the inconvenience to 
which the decision, if it is allowed to stand, will give rise. As 
to the inconvenience there can be no doubt ; and Reels regard 
to the length to which the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, has gone in authorizing the acceptance of trusts by 
married women without any interference by their husbands, 
end in enabling them to dispose of certain kinds of trust 
property, it is absurd that they should not have a similar 
power with respect to all trust property. But these considera- 
tions do not touch the question of the construction of the 
Act; and, after making allowance for all that our correspondent 
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so ably urges, we still have difficulty in seeing how Norru, J., 
with section 16 before him, could have arrived at avy other 
conclusion. It may be that sections 2 and 5, standing by | 
themselves, are sufficient to give married women a power of 
holding and disposing of trust property as their separate 
property, though, as their object was to replace the old| 








equitable separate use by a legal separate use, it is b 
means clear that they apply to trust Soapeatd: But whale 
desire the courts might have to adopt this construction for the 
purpose of facilitating dealings with trust estates, such a courgs 
seems to have been rendered impracticable by the enactment of 
section 18. That section, indeed, applies only to personal 
perty, and to personal property of the kind more fully deseri 
in section 6. But if sections 2 and 5 were considered by the 
draftsman of the Act to be so doubtful in their effect y 
trust property as to render necessary an express statement ast 
trust property registered at the Bank of England or in the 
books of a public company might be conveyed by a married 
woman trustee as a feme sole, a similar statement was equally 
necessary as to real estate. The doubts of purchasers require ay 
much consideration as the doubts of public officials, or of the 
officers of companies. Section 18 may be due to an error on 
the part of the draftsman, or to a misunderstanding on the 

of the Legislature ; but there it stands as a part of the Act, and, 
unless its effect is to be ignored, it must be taken as tantamount 
to a declaration that sections 2 and 5 are not to be extended soa 
to include trust property. At the same time we fully recogni 
the difficulties which Norru, J.’s decision will occasion, and ye 


earnestly hope that the Legislature will afford a speedy ani | 


effectual remedy. 





A very hard case of enforcing liability for shares issued as fally. 
paid up has occurred in Re Veuve Monnier et ses Fils (Limited) (re. 
ported elsewhere). B advanced £1,000 to the company upon the 
security of the company’s acceptances, and as collateral security 
he took a deposit of certificates for 10,000 fully-paid shares in the 
company of £1 each. The evidence did not shew clearly whether 
it was part of the arrangement that the shares should be regis 
tered in B’s name, but the certificates were made out in his 
name, and as a matter of fact he was registered in the books of 
the company as the holder of the shares, though no contrast 
with respect to the issue of the shares was filed under section 25 
of the Companies Act, 1867. A further advance of £600 was 
made under a similar arrangement, and B was thereupon placed 
on the register as the holder of 6,000 additional shares. Subse 
quently a small part of the loan was paid off, and B executed s 
transfer of 200 p csntg Then the company went into liquids 
tion, and the liquidator placed B’s name on the list of 
contributories, with: the result that he was liable 
pay £1 on all the shares held by him. He s0 
to obtain the removal of his name on the ground 
he had never authorized the company to enter him upon the 
register as a shareholder, and upon the further ground that the 
liquidator was esto by the certificate from alleging that the 
shares were not fi y paid; but upon both points Vavomay 
Witu1aMs, J., and now the Court of Appeal, have been against 
him. ‘The fact that he had executed a transfer shewed that he 
knew he was on the register, and his acceptance of this position 
barred him from repudiating the shares, while the doctrine 
estoppel can rarely be relied a except in favour of 4 
caaallates. Until recently, indeed, it seemed that an 
allottee is necessarily liable to pay in full notwithstanding the 
certificate, but an exception was allowed in Parbury’s case (44 
W. R. 107), where under very special circumstances the allotiee 
did not know, and had not had the opportunity of knowing, that 
the shares were not fully paid. He was consequently ab 
of the shares without notice, and in his favour the o 
issued by the company acted as an estoppel. But in the present 
case there was no evidence that B did not know that the shares 
were unpaid, though very probably he did not realize the liability 
which he was incurring. As to this liability there seems, we 
regard to section 25 of the Act of 1867, Yo be no doubt, thou 
a result more unjust it would be hard to conceive. ‘The section 
is to be repealed by the Companies Bill, if that measure ové 
becomes law, but this will be too late for the unfortuns™ 
contributory in the present case. 





A ovriovs difficulty with reference to the variation of 6 
marriage settlement upon a divorce arose in Zhomson vy. Thomam 
decided by the Court of Appeal this week. Upon the marriag? 
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the es a settlement was made by the husband of pro 
. ucing an annual income of £350. The trusts were te the 
band for life, then for the wife for life for her separate use 
without power of anticipation, with trusts over in favour of the 
jssue of the marriage, and in default of issue for the husband. 
There were no children of the marriage. In June, 1895, the 
husband obtained a decree zisi for a divorce, and terms were 
according to which he was to secure to the wife £120 a 
for her life, and the marriage settlement was to be set 
aside. The decree was made absolute in January, 1896, and 
early in February the husband presented a petition to set aside 
the settlement, but later in the month he died. Thereupon his 
executor sought to be made a party for the purpose of prose- 
cuting the petition and of giving effect to the agreement come 
to in June, 1895. But though in most cases the executor 
is competent to carry out arrangements entered into with 
his testator, in this instance he had no such power. 
Taking the agreement as one entered into between the 
husband and wife, and enforceable simply as an agreement, 
it failed because the wife professed to be dealing with her 
interest under a settlement which imposed upon her a restraint 
on anticipation. The Conveyancing Act, 1881, indeed, by 
section 39, enables the court to dispense with the restraint, but 
the section assumes that at the time when the court is called 
to act the woman is still a married woman, and, moreover, 
the court can act only for her benefit and with her consent. As 
the lady was no longer married, and as it was a question of 
reducing her income against her will from £350 a year to £120, 
it was obvious that the section had no application. Just as 
little could be made of the power to vary settlements conferred 
on the court by the Divorce Act, 1859. Under section 5 of that 
Act, as explained by section 3 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1878, the court may upon a dissolution of marriage make 
an order varying a marriage settlement either in the interest 
of the parents or the children, and, where there are no 
children, it can do this in the interest of the husband and 
wife. But in the present case the proposed variation could 
not be supported as being for the benefit of the quondam wife, 
and, io it was doubtless for the benefit of the husband’s 
estate, yet such a benefit is not contemplated by the Acts. The 
object is to enable one of the parties to obtain a greater personal 
benefit than the settlement confers ; and the court, in exercising 
its power under the Act, is restricted to a consideration of 
mal benefit. The Court of Appeal accordingly affirmed the 
lecision of Sir Francis Jeune, okuing to admit the husband’s 
éxecutor as a party to the proceedings. 





Taz American Reports have this month attained the dignity 
ofa place in a headnote of the Law Reports. The headnote to 
Konnedy v. De Trafford (1896, 1 Ch 763) says: ‘* Van Horne v. 
Fondu (5 Johns. Ch. (N.Y.) 388) not followed.” A decision of 
Chancellor Kxnr is cited as authority to the English Court of 
Appeal, and is not followed. Why not? Because, in spite of 
the great attainments, judgment, and skill in the application of 
principles of Chancellor Kunt, the English Court of Appeal did 
not know how far the law of the State of New York and the law 
Sy oe were alike in these matters. And surely it is not 
their business to know. It is quite bad enough to cite foreign 
decisions arguendo and by way of analogy, unless the foreign 

wis proved as a fact; the citation is even then fairly useless. 
But the citation of such foreign decisions as authorities in an 
English court should be repressed with severity as both danger- 
usand misleading. On this point we cannot do better than 
recall the strong remarks of Lord Harssury and Oorron and 
Pry, L.JJ., in Re Missouri Steamship Co. (42 Oh. D, 321, 380), 
On counsel proceeding to read the judgment of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the Montana Case, Lord Hatszury, 
0, said: “We should treat with great respect the opinion of 
‘minent American lawyers on points which arise before us, but 
the practice, which seems to be increasing, of quoting American 

ons as authorities, in the same way as if they were 
ons in our own courts, is wrong. Among other things, it 
involves an inquiry, which often is not an easy one, whether the 





by the waste of time occasioned by the growing practice of 
citing American authorities.” And Corron, L.J., added: “TI 
have often protested against the citation of American author- 
ities.” If the practice gets thoroughly established, we shall 
soon have counsel contending that a well-considered decision of 
an English judge was wrong because some out-of-the-way 
American case was not cited to him, or that another case has 
been overruled by an American court. We have such an abun- 
dance of case law on every subject in our own reports, that 
rinciple has very seldom an opportunity of coming to the front. 
en, however, that case does arise, for the law’s sake, do not 

let us allow English principle to be stifled by foreign competition. 





Covenants for the protection of lessors from inconvenience 
must be construed reasonably, and it is not safe for the lessor to 
interfere when the matter of which he complains is simply an 
offence to his esthetic nature. In Our Boys’ Clothing Co. (Limited) 
v. Holborn Viaduct Land Company (Limited), which came some 
little time ago before Romer, J., the plaintiffs were the lessees 
of premises on the Holborn Viaduct under the defendants, and 
they were bound by a covenant that they would not do any- 
thing which might cause annoyance or inconvenience to the 
lessors or their other tenants or to their neighbours. Like other 
traders, the plaintiffs clear out their stock by periodical sales, 
and in July last they sought to attract the public by an 
announcement of “An eccentric and startling stock-taking sale 
for fourteen days. To commence Monday, July 8.” How the 
sale was to be eccentric or startling did not appear, but the 
lessors objected to the very suggestion of such effects in the 
form of an advertisement affixed to the premises, and they 
proceeded to remove the offending notice. Hence the action, 
which was decided against them, with the result that they 
had to pay the costs. They produced evidence that the adver- 
tisement was big, ugly, obtrusive, and vulgar; but the witness 
who took this view had to admit that his criticism would apply 
to nearly all advertisements. Evidence of actual annoyance or 
inconvenience there seems to have been little or none. A little 
more taste in the matter of advertisements is decidedly to 
be encouraged, but for this purpose the law courts cannot be 
said to be available. ; 








THE CRIMINAL EVIDENCE BILL. 


No suggested change in our criminal law has called forth more 
expressions of opinion from those best competent to judge than 
the proposal to allow a mn accused of a crime to give 
evidence as a witness on his own behalf. A letter, however 
which appeared on the subject in the Zimes of the 6th inst. de- 
serves as close attention as any opinion which has been published 
since the Criminal Evidence Bill was first proposed. @ writer 
of this letter is Mr. Justice Wixpzyrsr, of the Supreme Court of 
New South Wales, who at one time had a ice at the 
bar, and who, after having filled the offices of Solicitor-General 
and Attorney-General of the colony, was a pore a judge 
some sixteen years ago. His wide experience of criminal prac- 
tice would make his opinion valuable in any case, but his 
opinion is doubly valuable from the fact that he has tried both 
the system at present in force in England and the new system 
which the promoters of the Bill desire to introduce. The law 
was the same on this point in New South Wales as in 
up to 1891, when an Act was passed similar to the Criminal 
Evidence Bill which has the House of Lords, under the 
auspices of both Liberal and Conservative Chancellors, in every 
Session of Parliament since 1886. The ju of the colony, 
therefore, have had a practical experience of the result of the 
change, which our judges, who have heard the evidence of 
prisoners only in cases of an exceptional character, cannot 
At one time no person could give evidence in legal pro- 
ceeding who was directly interested in the por ta such pro- 
ceeding. Therefore, of course, neither the plaintiff nor the 
defendant in an action could be a witness. A criminal prosecu- 





law of America on the subject on which the point arises is the 
‘meas our own.” Fry, LJ., said: “I alse have been struck 


tion, however, was considered to be a suit in which the Crown 
was the plaintiff, and the result of which concerned the Crown 
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alone. Hence the actual prosecutor was not deemed to be an 
interested person, but merely a witness for the Crown, and his 
evidence was admissible; while the accused was forbidden to 
give his version of an occurrence upon which he and the prose- 
cutor alone, perhaps, could throw any light. The absurdity of 
shutting the mouths of the parties who probably have the best 
knowledge of the facts in dispute in an action was first fully 
recognized by the Legislature in the Small Debts Act, 1846, 
the Act under which the existing county courts were con- 
stituted. By section 83 of that Act the parties to any 
action in the county court and their wives were declared to 
be competent witnesses ; but for five more years parties to actions 
in the superior courts were denied the same privilege. Then 
was passed the Law of Evidence Amendment Act, 1851, by 
which it was provided that in legal proceedings any party is a 
competent witness, except in certain cases which were after- 
wards brought under the general rule by amending Acts; pro- 
vided, however, that in any criminal proceeding neither the 
accused person nor the wife (or husband) of such accused per- 
son should be competent to give evidence. Thus a man is 
allowed to testify for himself if his property is at stake, but not 
in the far more important cases when life or liberty is in 
jeopardy. Itis remarkable that in almost every Act passed 
during the last quarter of a century by which a new crime is 
created, from the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872, 
down to the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1895, 
Parliament has given the person accused of such new crime the 
right of giving evidence on oath on his own behalf; and yet 
Parliament delays year after year to extend this right of self 
defence to all alike. 


Here, then, we have a most illogical and unreasonable state 
of the law. If it were the Jaw that in civil proceedings a party 
might give evidence, but that in a criminal case he might not, 
the position would be bad enough. But it is much worse than 
that as far as reasonableness is concerned, for it may be said 
that the law now is that a person on his trial for a crime is 
forbidden to give evidence if the statute creating the crime was 
passed before 1872, but that he may give evidence if the statute 
was passed in or after that year. As if there were some magic 
about the year 1872! What reason can there be in such a 
rule? No reason in support of its continued existence has been 
given on any of the numerous occasions on which the Bill has 
been before the House of Lords, although, besides the present 
Lord Chancellor and the late Lord Chancellor, that House con- 
tains such acknowledged authorities as the Lord Chief Justice 
and Lords Esuer, Fizip, and Morris amongst others. The 
judges, too, seem to be unanimous in favour of the proposed 
change in the law, and also unanimous in denying the allega- 
tion made in some quarters that it would tend to bring about 
the conviction of many innocent persons who would be acquitted 
under the present law. 

It is often urged as a reason against the admission of the 
evidence of an accused person that it isa hard thing to put a 
man in the position of having either to admit a crime or to com- 
mit perjury. But those who argue thus seem to overlook the 
fact that, if it 1s a hard thing, it is hard only upon the guilty 
person, and that the innocent man does not find himself in such 
& position. Therefore the giving of evidence by the accused, if 
it embarrass the guilty but not the innocent, seems likely to 
bring about right verdicts, to promote the cause of humanity, 
and to further justice. 

We are not at all ashamed to confess that for some time after 
the first introduction of the Bill, while always admitting the 
anomaly existing in our law, we were very doubtful whether the 
measure might not tend to bring about the conviction of innocent 
persons, owing to their nervousness, ignorance, and general con- 
fusion under cross-examination. We find from Mr. Justice W1n- 
DEYER’s letter that his own original view was very similar. “I 
was,” he says, A to the introduction of the reform for 
some time rt of its expediency, as I feared that it might 
7 injuriously to the innocent but nervous”; but, he adds, 

I now see how erroneous was my preconceived idea of its 
effect, and, when trying cases, often wonder how the old system 
could have existed so long. With the five years’ experience of 
the new system which I have had, I should now dislike to try a 
man for his life, if I were compelled to do so, as of old, when 





one side only was fully heard, and the man who could best 
explain or contradict the incriminating evidence against him 
was to be legally gagged and prevented from giving any account 
of matters in the only way likely to make it of real avail againgt 
the sworn evidence for the Crown.’”’ This is as forcible testimop 
as could be given to shew that there is not likely, practically, 
to result from the passing of the measure any injustice to the 
innocent; and we cannot say that the arguments of Sir Hzrzzey 
Srepuen, in his article in the April number of the Vinetecnth 
Century, have tended to confirm our original view. Those argu. 
ments, moreover, are of little weight compared with a recent 
testimony on the other side. 

There is probably no judge on the bench at present who 
would more strongly oppose any change in the law likely in his 
opinion by any pessibility to injure an innocent person than 
Mr. Justice Writs; yet at the assizes at Winchester last autumn 
he said that, after a long experience, he had formed the opinion 
that it is of very great advantage to an innocent man, though 
not to a guilty man, to be able to give evidence ; and that he 
should be glad to see the power extended to all persons accused 
of crime. This learned judge (in common with his colleagues) 
has, of course, tried hundreds of cases in which prisoners can, 
and hundreds ir which they cannot, give evidence, and so his 
opinion is founded on experience. Mr. Justice WINDEYER also 
says that all the other judges of New South Wales have publicly 
expressed opinions similar to his own, and that, as far as he has 
been able to ascertain, their opinions are shared by all the 
judges of the other Australian colonies which have adopted the 
reform. It seems, therefore, that experience shews that the 
Bill is on the side of justice ; and if this is so, it cannot be denied 
that every month which Parliament delays to bring about this 
reform sees many an innocent man running a grave risk which 
he ought not to be compelled to run. 








THE CONSOLIDATION OF MORTGAGES. 


Tue general application of the doctrine of the consolidation of 
mortgages has been abolished by section 17 of the Convey- 
anccing Act, 1881, but the abolition does not take effect where 
the mortgages were made before the commencement of the Act, 
and in mortgages made subsequently it is competent for the 
parties to exclude the operation of the section. Hence consider- 
able interest attaches to the exposition of the doctrine contained 
in the judgment of Lord Davey in the recent case of Pledge v. 
White (1896, A. OC. 187). 

It is commonly admitted that the original idea of the doctrine 
of consolidation rests upon a sound basis. ‘‘The equitable 
rule,” said Linpuzy, L.J., in Minter v. Carr (1894, 3 Ch. p. 501), 
‘which allows a mortgagee of several properties belonging to 
the same mortgagor to consolidate them against him is founded 
in good sense. It is fair and just that a secured creditor should 
say to his debtor who is in default and has not paid his debts 
as agreed, ‘You shall not deprive mo of any of my securities 
without paying me all that is due to me on them.’”’ But the 
doctrine has been extended beyond this simple case, and there 
may be grave objections to it when it is sought to enforce it 
against persons other than the original mortgagor. In some 
cases these objections have been held fatal. The present deci- 
sion of the House of Lords, on the other hand, affirms the doc- 
trine under circumstances to which it might well have been held 
to be inapplicable. 

The principle which is now settled is that the assignee of the 
equity of redemption in any one or more of the mortgaged pro- 

rties shall not be prejudiced by a consolidation against which 

e has had no opportunity of protecting himself, unless the 
right to consolidate had already fastened on the property 
at the date of the assignment. A very obvious illustration 
is afforded by Jennings v. Jordan (6 App. Oas. 698). There 
the owner of estates A and B mortgaged estate A to X, 
and then assigned the equity of redemption to Y. Subsequently 
he mortgaged estate B to X., and X. claimed to consolidate 
against Y. Thus at the time when Y. took his assignment 20 
right of consolidation was in existence, nor was there anything 
which Y. could have done to protect himself against X.’s future 


claim, supposing it to have been maintainable. His right 
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would have been altered after his purchase by the conduct of 

other persons over whom he had no control. Hence the House 

of Lords held that X. acquired by the union of the mortgages 
goright of consolidation. ‘It is against all principle,” said 

[ord Sexzorne, C., “that a vendor should be enabled, after 

ing with his interest in particular property, to impose an 
additional burden on it without the purchaser’s consent. 

For my - part, I cannot conceive anything more absolutely 
jnequitable.’ 

‘Similar considerations apply where, although at the time of 
the assignment of the equity of redemption in estate A mort- 

es exist both on estates A and B, yet they are then in 
ate hands, and do not become united in one mortgagee 
until after the assignment. Here again, though this case has 
been the subject of conflicting decisions, no right of consolidation 
exists against the assignee of estate A in the first instance, and 
he has no means in the ordinary course of learning anything 
about estate B and the mortgage upon it. He does not 
contemplate a possible consolidation of mortgages, and he 
bas no reason therefore to guard against such a contin- 
gency by promptly redeeming the mortgage on estate A. In 
other words, if consolidation were allowed the rights of the 
assignee of estate A would be altered by the act of another 
person over whom he had no control. Under such circumstances, 
though not expressly on this ground, the right of consolidation 
was refused in White v. Hillacre (3 Y. & C. Ex. 597), An 

posite conclusion was arrived at in Beevorv. Luck (Li. R. 4 

. 587), Woop, V.C., considering it sufficient that at the 
time of the assignment of estate A there was the possibility of 
the union of the mortgages on estatesA and B. This possibility 
he considered created an equity, subject to which the assignee 
of estate A was bound to take; but his decision was doubted in 
Jennings v. Jordan (supra), was not followed in Harter v. Col- 
nan (19 Ch. D. 630), and by the present decision of the House 
of Lords is treated as definitely overruled. In Harter v. Colman 
Fry, J., held that the assignee took subject only to equities 
actually existing at the date of the assignment, and the mere 
possibility of the coalescing of the mortgages on the two estates 
did not constitute such an equity. 

On the other hand, where the union of the mortgages has 
already taken place, and the holder of the mortgages on estates 
A and B is therefore in a position to insist upon consolidation 
against the owner of the equities of redemption, he does not 
lose his right, because the owner assigns the equity in estate 
A. There is at the date of the assignment a subsisting equity 
attaching to the estate, and it is only subject to such equity that 
the assignee takes. This was recognized in Jennings v. Jordan 
(supra) as a legitimate extension of the doctrine of consolida- 
tion, ‘The purchaser of an equity of redemption,” said Lord 
Sztzorne, “‘ must take it as it stood at the time of his purchase, 
subject to all other equities which then affected it in the hands 
of his vendor, of which the right of the mortgagee to consoli- 
date his charge on that particular property with other charges 
then held by him on other property at the same time redeem- 
able by the same mortgagor was one. 

But while it is clear that the assignee of the equity of re- 
demption in estate A takes subject to any equity actually 
affecting the estate at the date of the assignment, it does not 
follow that he takes only subject to such equities, and the 
recent decision of the House of Lords shews that he may take 
subject to an equity not then actually existing, if he was able to 
protect himself against its ever arising. Thus, if the mortgages 
on estates A and B are in different hands, so that there is only 
Egeebility of their becoming united, yet if the equities of 
edemption in both estates pass to the same assignee he is 
liable to have the mortgages consolidated against him. A 
decision to this effect was given in Vint v. Padget (2 D. G. & J. 
611), where the assignee of the two estates was a second mort- 
Sagee. ‘The second incumbrancer,” said Knionr Brvor, L.J., 
“in this case must be deemed to have taken his security with 
knowledge that the two mortgages on the two estates, though 
then belonging to different mortgagees, might coalesce, and 
with knowledge of the possible consequences of their coalition.” 

Minter v. Carr (supra) Linvizy, L.J., observed that Vint v. 
Padget carried the doctrine of consolidation to au extent which 


of Lords have viewed this application of the doctrine with 
evident disapproval, but Lord Davey held that Vint v. Padget 
had too long been recognized to be now set aside, and Lord 
Hatssvry, ©., and Lord Watson, though reluctantly, concurred 
with him. 

The circumstances in Pledge v. White were complicated, but 
they may with sufficient accuracy be stated as follows. The 
owner of seven different properties mortgaged two of then— 
Nos. 1 and 2—to the same mortgagee X., and the rest of them 
—Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7—to other mo . After creating sub- 
sequent mortgages on some of these latter properties in favour of 
Y., he assigned the equities of redemption in all the properties 
to Z. At this time X. was entitled to consolidate his two mort- 
gages as against Z., but there was no existing right of consoli- 
dation in respect of all the mortgaged properties. Subsequently 
X.’s mortgages on properties No. 1 and No. 2, and also the 
first mortgages on the other properties, became vested in Y.; 
and upon Z. claiming to redeem the mortgages on No. 1 and 
No. 2, Y. claimed that he was entitled to consolidate the whole 
of the mortgages, and he refused to let the mortgages on Nos. 1 
and 2 be redeemed unless Z. was willing to redeem also the 
mortgages on Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Here then, as in Vint v. 
Padget, the mortgages on all the properties were existing at the 
time when the various equities of redemption became vested in 
one assignee from the mortgagor, but the union of the mort- 
gages did not take place till after the assignment. 

Vint v. Padget, as Lord Davey pointed out, was by no means 
the first case in which it had been held that, under such cir- 
cumstances, the right to consolidate existed. The right was 
recognized in the old case of Bovey v. Skipworth (1 Ch. Cas. 201) 
and in the modern cases of Tweedale v. Tweedale (23 Beav. 341) 
and Selby v. Pomfret (1 J. & H. 336). When Vint v. Padget was 
before Srvart, V.C. (1 Giff 446), the Vice-Chancellor put the 
right of consolidation upon the same ground as that stated in 
the passage from the judgment of Kyicnr Bruce, L.J., quoted 
above. ‘In accepting,” he said, by way of security the equity 
of redemption of two separate estates, Mr. Lex deliberately 
incurred the risk of their uniting in one hand; and when that 
union has taken place there is only one single debt, and in 
order to redeem he must pay off both mortgages, each of which 
affects the entirety of both estates”. Lord Davey adopted the 
same reasoning in the present case. An assignee, he o ed, 
of two or more equities of redemption from one mortgagor 
stands in a widely different position from the assignee of one 
equity only. He knows, or has the opportunity of knowing, 
what are the mortgages subject to which he has purchased the 
property, and he knows that they may by transfer become united 
in one hand. If he wishes to prevent consolidation, he has it in 
his power to do so by redeeming one of the mortgages while 
they are still vested in different mortgagees. But if he delays 
to do so, he runs the same risk as his assignor ran of the mort- 
gages becoming united and of the right of consolidation arising. 
Lord Davey further observed that this line of reasoning con- 
fines the doctrine of consolidation within at least intelligible 
limits. ‘‘It will be applicable,” he said, ‘“‘ where at the date 
when redemption is sought all the mortgages are united in one 
hand and redeemable by the same person, or where after that 
state of things has once existed the equities of redemption have 
become separated.” Thus it is essential that there should be a 
time when the mortgages on the one hand and the equities of 
redemption on the other are united in a single on. If this 
has taken place, the right of consolidation has arisen, and it 
continues although the equities of redemption are afterwards 
assigned separately. On the other hand, where, before the 
union of the mortgages has taken place, there has been a sepa- 
rate assignment of the equity of redemption in one of the 
perties, the rights of the assignee cannot be affected by a subse- 
quent union of the mortgages. Doubtless it is true that the 
decision in Pledge v. White enables the doctrine of consolidation 
to be intelligibly stated, but whether it puts the particular 
application of the doctrine — a reasonable basis is a different 
matter. In spite of Vint v, Padget and the cases which preceded 
it, we should have thought that the House of Lords need not 
have hesitated to adopt the ratio decidendé in Harter v. Colman, 
and to restrict the liabili 





it was very difficult to justify ; and in Pledge v. White the House 
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the assignment. Subject to such equities he must necessarily take 
the land, but there is no good reason for affecting him with an 
equity subsequently arising simply because at the time of the 
assignment he might have protected himself against it. The 
mortgage debts are not his debts; in spite of the dictum of 
Srvart, V.C., in Vint v. Padget, they do not in fact become a 
single debt; and whatever equity may subsist against a mort- 
r who has incurred personal liability, an assignee from him 
should take each property subject only to its proper burden. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
MARRIED WOMAN TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—If the decision of Mr. Justice North, reported to you by 
Messrs. Webster & Styring, that a married woman trustee cannot 
effectually convey real estate vested in her as such trustee without 
the concurrence of her husband and without acknowledgment, is up- 
held, it will, I fear, unsettle a good many titles, as in my experience 
married women trustees have been allowed to convey without those 
formalities ; and I would venture to submit, with very great deference 
to the opinion you express under Current Topics, that Mr. Justice 
North’s decision is wrong. 

It would seem to me that the power of a married woman trustee 
to convey real estate depends, not on section 18 of the Act of 1882, 
but on sections 2 and 5. 

Section 18 refers to personal property only, and, indeed, only to 
certain classes of personalty, which may perhaps be described with 
sufficient accuracy as stocks or securities the transfers of which re- 
quire registration at the Bank of England or with a company or some 
such body—the property, I submit, more fully defined in section 6 of 
the Act; and if a married woman’s authority as executrix or trustee 
depends on that section, she could not transfer (e.g.) a mortgage debt, 
much less convey the legal estate in mortgaged realty. It would 
follow, again, that a mortgage of realty must not be made to a 
married woman, because if the debt be paid she would become a 
trustee of the legal estate for the mortgagor, and could not reconvey 
it to — except by deed acknowledged and with the consent of her 


Surely, then, the opinion of the editors of the last edition of Dart 
is well founded: ‘‘ Having regard to the fact that the 2nd and 5th 
sections [of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882] are wide 
— include property of which the married woman is trustee, 
and that the 2nd sub-section of the 1st section and the 24th sec- 
tion — authorize a married woman to accept a trust, and 
relieve husband from all liability for her breaches of trust, it is 
conceived that the true view of the 18th section is that it is at once 
redundant and defective in its language, and that its redundancy and 
defectiveness ought not to be allowed to restrict the otherwise in- 
dabitable scope of the Act” (Dart V. & P., 6th ed., 588), 

Mr. Prideaux, in the edition of his precedents published 
immediately after the passing of the Act (in February, 1983)—I have 
not at this moment access to a later edition—seems to have been of 





the same opinion, and he suggests, too, that in some cases not comj 
within the Act of 1882 a conveyance may be made by the married 
woman as a bare trustee under section 6 of the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874; and as to this see Re Docwra (L. R. 29 Ch. D. 693), 

I am aware of the doubts suggested in Key and Elphinstone; by} 
those learned writers are, so far as I know, the only ones who hayg 
suggested that the Act of 1882 has not empowered married womea tg 
convey realty held upon trust as well as that to which they arg 
beneficially entitled. 

I venture to hope that this decision of Mr. Justice North will not 
be accepted without an appeal. It will place many of us in a position 
of no small difficulty. At this moment I am advertising for gale 
some properties in small lots under a trust for sale, one of the trustegg 
being a married woman, and the cost of obtaining the concurrence of 
her husband and of getting a deed acknowledged is more or legs 
serious; and I have little doubt there are very many trustees ing 
similar position. 

The effect upon titles which depend on conveyances made singe 
1882 in common form by married women trustees is still more 
serious, and it becomes therefore of the greatest importance that the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal should be obtained at the earli 
possible moment. H. 

Hereford, June 8, 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Ex parte WHYTE—No. 1, 8th June. 
Manpamus—Prerocative Writ—Couns—EL—APPLicaTION FOR Rute Nut, 


The applicant moved in person by way of appeal from the Queen’s 
Bench Division for a rule nisi for a mandamus to the Secretary for Scotland, 
The applicant contended that he could move in person for a rule nisi 
without instructing counsel. Reg. v. Mayor, §c., of Liverpool (7 Times 
L. R. 592) was referred to. 


Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) said that 
they had consulted the other members of the Court of Appeal and the 
Lord Chief Justice, and they were unanimously of opinion that a motion 
for a prerogative writ of mandamus could not be made by anyone in person, 
but only by counsel at the bar; and that this applied to a motion in the 
Chancery Division and the Court of Appeal, as well as in the Queen's 
Bench Division, and applied to a motion for a rule nisi as well as to the 
argument in shewing cause against the rule. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re A PETITION OF RIGHT OF EDWARD MITCHELL—No. 1, 8th June, 


Petition Or Right—Triat—Fiat—JvrispicTion or CourtT—PEmTITIONS OF 
Ricut Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 34). 


Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division refusing to set down a petition 
of right for trial as if the Queen’s fiat had been affixed thereto. The 
— had been returned from the Home Office without having been laid 

efore the Queen for her fiat. The appellant, Colonel Mitchell, contended 
that the petition had been illegally withheld from Her Majesty. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal, holding that the court had no jurisdiction to set down the petition 
for trial without the fiat of the Queen.—Covunszi, Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., 
and H. Sutton. Soxtcrror, Solicitor to the Treasury. 


| Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BURNETT v. BERRY—No. 1, 9th June. 


Pracrice—Covurt or AprgaAL—JvuRispicTiIonN—OrminaL Oause on Marien 
—Exror on Face or Recorp—Conviction ror INFRINGEMENT OF BYB+ 
LAW—JupbIcaTuRE Aer, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 47. 


This was an appeal from an order of a Divisional Court (Lord Russell of 
Killowen, C.J., and Wright, J.) The defendant, Berry, was summoned 
before a magistrate to answer a charge of infringing the following bye 
law made by the Municipal Corporation of Wolverhampton: “* Any 
person who shall frequent and use any street or other public place within 
the borough of Wolverhampton for the purpose of bookmaking or be 
or wagering, or agreeing to bet or wager, with any person shall be 
to a penalty not exeeding £5." The magistrate held that the bye-law 
was ultra vires and invalid, and dismissed the sunifmons. A case 
been stated for the opinion of the High Court, the Divisional Court 
held that the bye-law was one which could properly be made 
section 23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, and was valid. They 

} remitted the case to the seagionente with an expression of 
opinion that he ought to convict the defendant. ‘The defendant appealed 
from this decision. A preliminary objection having been taken that, this 
being a criminal cause or matter, there was no appeal, by reason 
section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, it was argued on the part of the 
appellant that the case came within the exception contained in that 
section “‘ save for some error of law apparent upon the record.” ‘The bye 
law was set out in the order of the court, and therefore if this court 
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should be of — that the bye-law was invalid there was error 

t upon the record. 

Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay and A. L. Sarr, LJJ.) held 
that the case did not come within the exception, and that no appeal lay.— 
Counset, Jelf, Q.C., and H. E. Richards; Bosanquet, Q.C., and Guy 
Stephenson. Soutcrrors, Miller, Smith, & Bell, for Willeock § Taylor, 
Wolverbampton ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for Horatio Brevitt, Wolver- 


hampton. ; 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PUGH v. LONDON, BRIGHTON, & SOUTH COAST RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 
3rd June. 


Insurance—Accipent—‘“‘ IncAPACITATED FROM EMPLOYMENT BY Reason OF 
Accrpgent ’?—Nervovs SHock THROUGH FRIGHT. 


Application by the defendants for judgment or a new trial in action 
tried before Cave, J., and a special jury. The plaintiff was a 
in the defendants’ employment, and by a policy of insurance, dated the 
Ist of September, 1885, the defendants undertook, subject to the terms 
and conditions on the back thereof, to pay to the plaintiff's representa- 
tives ‘the sum of £200 in case of his death from accident occurring in the 
discharge of his duty in the company’s service,’’ and to pay to hima 
ed weekly allowance ‘‘ in case of his being incapacitated from em- 
Soyment by reason of accident sustained in discharge of his duty in the 
company’s service.’’ The specified allowance was £1 a week for 200 weeks 
in case of permanent disability, and £1 a week during disablement, but for 
no longer than fifty-two weeks in case of temporary disablement. One of 
the conditions provided that ‘‘ the insurance is absolute for all accidents, 
however cau to the insured, in the fair and ordinary discharge of his 
duty.” It appeared that on the 20th of March, 1893, the plaintiff was on 
duty in his signal-box, when he saw an express train approaching at great 
speed, and dust and sparks flying from the permanent way. One of the 
Pullman car bogeys had broken and given a tilt to the carriage, which was 
therefore partly off the line and projecting beyond the rest of the train. 
The plaintiff immediately waved his red flag and brought the train to a 
standstill ; but he sustained such a severe nervous shock through fear of 
an accident to the train that he was incapacitated from employment. The 
plaintiff claimed £52 under the policy for temporary disablement. The 
jury found a verdict for the plaintiff, and judgment was entered 
accordingly. The defendants contended that there was no “accident 
sustained’ by the plaiatiff within the meaning of the policy. There was 
only an accident to the train. The mere sight of something which the 
intiff did not expect to see was not “‘accident’’ to him: Victorian 
ilways Commissioners v. Coultas (13 App. Cas. 222, 36 W. R. Dig. 64), 
Sneesby v. Lancashire § Yorkshire Railway Co. (24 W. R. 99, 1 Q. B. D. 42), 
were refe to. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the application. 

Lord Esuen, M.R., said that the liability of the defendants did not 
depend upon negligence, but upon contract, and therefore it was un- 
necessary to say whether they would follow the case of Victorian Railways 
Commissioners v. Coultas. The plaintiff, while on duty, saw a train ap- 
proaching at great speed with a volume of dust and sparks flying from it, 
which shewed that something was wrong. The train seemed to be in 
great danger, and he was bound to act promptly. The responsibility 
thrown upon him was very great, and the safety of the passengers de- 
fein on him. That would produce in him a state of great excitement. 

immediate result was a shock to his nerves, and from that day until 
the trial he was incapacitated from any employment. Nervous prostra- 
tion prevented him from physically doing any work. Did that come 
Within the terms of the policy? He was incapacitated from employment 
by reason of the shock to his nerves, that is, a physical disease to the 
nerves caused by fright, and that fright was brought on solely by the state 


/ Although there were in the p 


company issued a prospectus on the faith of which the plaintiff sub- 
scribed for his shares. This prospectus, after d the invention by 
M. Boudard of an improved gear property of the company to be used 
with cycling machines, went on to state ‘*‘ that within a few weeks of each 
other the following exciting, and at the time unheard of, performances 
took place indicating how much cycling will be changed by the advent of 
the Boudard Peveril gear. All the following were timed by 
official time-keepers of the Roads Records Association.”” The records set 
out in the prospectus were the following: ‘‘ Edinburgh to London,’’ 
as miles Polytechnic C.C.,’’ ‘Fifty miles World’s Record,” 
**Land’s End to John o’ Groats,’’ ‘‘ Hundred miles World’s Road 
Record.’’? The prospectus continued : ‘* Of course the records quoted are 
by no means final. Such velocity has been and will be increased both 
on old and new gear, and the true merits of the new Boudard system are 
therefore all the more likely to be clearly seen and appreciated.’”’ There 
was evidence that at the time at which the prospectus was issued some of 
the records had ceased to be records, the performances described having 
been beaten. The plaintiff claimed to have the contract rescinded on the 
ground that the omission to disclose this fact rendered the prospectus 
misleading. Romer, J., dismissed the action, with costs, saying that there 
was nothing in the prospectus which araounted to a statement that certain 
performances had not been excelled between the time of the occurrence and 
the issue of the prospectus. A contract to take shares could not be 
rescinded, apart from misrepresentation, merely on the ground that the 
directors had not set forth the arguments, pro and con., which might 
induce a person to apply for or not apply for shares. The plaintiff 
appealed, and argued his appeal in person, saying that he did not object 
the puffing of the prospectus, but to the mis-statements of matters of 
act. 


Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lorrs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.), without calling upon 
the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Liyoiey, L.J., said that having read Go peace with some care it 
would require a very powerful microsco acute h ticism to find 
anything wrong init. It was distinctly not fraudulent or misleadi 
The object of it was to induce people to believe that better and faster 
times were accomplished by the use of this gear than by any other. 

rospectus one or two tri errors, they 
were not sufficient to make it misleading. The appeal must be dismissed. 
Lorzs, L.J., was not prepared to say the prospectus was not too 
laudatory ; but that was not enough. The inaccuracies were but of a 
trifling kind, and, such as they were, their effect was destroyed by the 
words which followed, saying that the records would be beaten. Asa 
whole it was not misleading, and the ——_ had not been deceived. 
The judgment of the court below was perfectly right. 
Riesy, L.J., was of the same opinion. The reading of the prospectus 
did not suggest that the records were brought down to date. As to the 


inaccuracies, no jury would believe that they induced the plaintiff to 
enter into a contract to take these shares. Appeal i 
Neville, Q.C., and Perey Wheeler. Souscrror, John B. Purchase. 


dismissed.—Covuns EL, 


(Reported by W. SHaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re NEW ORMONDE CYCLE CO.—North, J., 5th June. 


Trapg-Mark—Recisterep Proprrrror—Parents, Designs, AND TRADE- 


Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 87, 91, 92. 
This was a motion on behalf of the New Ormonde Cycle Co. under the 


following circumstances. The company had recently changed its name, 
and certain trade-marks were registered under its former name. The 
registrar declined to make an order for the change of the name of the 
registered proprietor, but the comptroller of patents did not oppose this 


ofthe train. It was an accidental fright which so prostrated his nervous application. It was said that section 91 or 92 gave jurisdiction, and 
system, that is, the physical condition of his body, that it incapacitated | Re National Wholesale Field Supply Association (10 Pat. C. 154) was 
tim from employment. The case therefore came within the policy. cited. 


Kay, L.J., concurred. It was admitted that if the train had struck the 
plaintiff, or if the boiler of the engine exploded and the impact of the 
ait caused thereby had produced physical injury, the case would come 
Within the policy. It was said, however, that mere shock to the nerves 
caused by the sudden responsibility thrown upon him and the fear of an 
accident to the train did not come within the policy. His lordship could 
not follow that argument. It seemed to him as much an accident as if 
he had been struck by the train. Suppose the plaintiff had been in the 
four-foot way and saw a train close upon bim, and in escaping out of its 
way he received such a shock to his nerves that he became incapacitated 
from work or died, would it not be within the policy? In his opinion it 
would. The plaintiff was therefore entitled to recover. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counsei, Bucknill, Q.C., and Hammond 

‘8; Spencer Bower. Soxrcrrons, Rose ¢ Co. ; H. Keeble. 
{Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WKEOWN »v. THE BOUDARD PEVERIL GEAR C0. (LIM.)—No. 2, 6th 
June. 
Company—Conrract to Take SHARRs—Prosrrcrus—Mus-Ravine STatR- 
MENTS—RESCISSION. 
Appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported ante, p. 389). The 
in the action claimed the rescission of a contract to take thirty- 
shares in the defendant company, on the ground of misrepresenta- 


the wife of Herbert Wilkin, 
way of Canada absolutely.”’ 
stock of the Grand per 
Cent. Debenture Stock Great Western Borrowed Capital, but no shares. 
This was an 
stock passed 
personal estate of the testatrix. On behalf of Mrs. Wilkin it was 
that as the debenture-stock was the only hol 
Grand Trunk Railwa 


Nortn, J., said that the registration of the proprietor was accurate at 


the time it was made, and those sections did not authorize the substitutien 
of the name of the present proprietor. 
make the alteration under section 87. 
he had power to change the name of the proprie’ 
do eo. His lordship had only power under section 87, inasmuch as power 
was given to the comptroller by that section. No order would be made 
except that the ap 
Counsst, Cutler. Soxtcrrors, Mason ¢ 


In his opinion the comptroller could 
If the comptroller was satisfied that 
tor, he would probably 


icants must pay the comptroller’s costs, if any.— 
Taylor. 


| Reported by G. B. Hamrirow, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re WEEDING, ARMSTRONG v. WILKIN—North, J., 6th June. 
Witit—Consrrvcrion— Sxargs ’’—DsEpEntcRgs. 
Jane Elizabeth Weeding, by her will ueathed “to Anne Wilkin, 
: LF cn eee Great Western Trunk Rail- 
bai deb : 
ve 


@ testatrix possessed 
Railway of Canada, called 
summons to determine whether this debenture 
bequest or under the bequest of the resid 


‘under this 


of the testatrix in the 


it was clear that she in’ 





- tons in the prospectus, and also the rectification of the register of share- 
ers and the repayment to him of the amounts paid in 
The facts of the case were as follow, In October, 1894, the ! 


y it to yen 
man (1891, 3 Ch. 135) and Re Lane (14 Ch. D. 136) were cil against this 
t of such { contention. 


Norts, J., said that the case of Re Bodman could be distinguished, for 
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in that case the testator held both shares and stock both at the time of 
making his will and at that of his death. If the testatrix in the present 
case had held both stock and shares, he might have had to hold that that 
case applied. In Ie Nottage (1895, 2 Ch. 657) Rigby, L.J., said, ‘‘ You 
have got a long way towards a specific gift if you come to the conclusion 
that he (the testator) is trying to describe something which he has.”’ In 
the present case his lordship was satisfied that the testatrix intended to 
dispose of all her interest in the Grand Trunk Railway.—CovunszL, Pop- 
ham; Jenkins; Bardswell. Sourcrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for 
Preston & Francis, Bournemouth ; Snow, Snow, § Fox. 


[Reported by G. B. Hamiitox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HARKNESS AND ALLSOPP’S CONTRACT--North, J., 2nd June. 
Vendor AND PurcHaseEr—TrustEE—MArrIgED Woman. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, to 
determine whether the concurrence of the husband of a trustee of real 
estate held upon trust for sale was necessary. There were other trustees, 
and the female trustee married after 1883. Section 1 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75), was relied upon as 
shewing that a married woman is now capable of holding property and of 
contracting as a feme sole, but sections 18 and 24 were referred to as 
excluding trust property from section 1. 

Nort, J., held that the husband’s concurrence was necessary.— Coun- 
sEL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Peterson ; Brinton. Soxicitors, Geare, Son, § 
Pease ; Indermaur §& Brown. 

| Reported by G. B. Hauttoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re VEUVE MONIER ET SES FILS (LIM.) AND COMPANIES ACTS, 
1862 TO 1880; APPEAL OF F. BLUMENTHAL—OC. A., 6th, 8th, 
and 9th June. 


Company—Winpinc vp—Contrinevtory—RecisterEp Hoiper—Certiri- 
caTe—SuHares ** Forty Parp’’—Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 
131), s. 25. 


This was an appeal by F. Blumenthal from an order of Vaughan 
Williams, J., treating him as a registered shareholder of the company. 
The facts were as follow. Blumenthal, who did the company’s printing, 
was asked in February, 1894, to lend them £1,000. The company gave 
an acceptance for the amount and deposited with him 10,000 £1 fully paid- 
up preference shares as an additional security for theloan. Subsequently, 
in April, 1894, a further advance of £600 was made by him to the com- 
pany on similar terms, and similarly secured by an additional 6,000 £1 
shares. Blumenthal was registered as the holder of the whole 16,000 
shares. The evidence shewed that he was aware that the 16,000 shares 
which formed part of his security were part of an issue of 40,000 shares 
which had not been well subscribed for by the public. It was also part 
of the arrangement that if the company should wish at any time to pay 
off any part of the loan the shares were to be returned at the same rate at 
which they were taken ; and as a matter of fact in December, 1894, the 
company sold 200 shares by auction, Blumenthal executing a transfer of 
the shares and receiving £20 in part payment of the loan. Blumenthal 
received from the company certificates in respect of the shares in the 
following form : ‘‘ TLis is to certify that Frederic Blumenthal, of No. 3, 
Lambeth-hill, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., is the registered proprietor of 
1,000 7 per cent. cumulative preference shares of £1 each numbered 
to , both inclusive, in Veuve Monier et ees Fils (Limited), subject 
to the articles of association, and that on each of such shares the full 
amount has been paid.’’ Nothing had asa matter of fact been paid on 
these shares. The company went into liquidation in December, 1895, 
and in January, 1896, Blumenthal took proceedings to have his name 
removed from the register. An order was, however, made for the com- 
pulsory winding up of the company before his motion could be heard, and 
be was placed on the list of contributories for the fall amount of the 
shares standing in his name. He thereupon took out a summons in the 
winding up to have his name removed from the list of contributories. 
Vaughan Williams, J., refused the application, on the ground that 
Blumenthal had agreed to become a member of the company to secure his | 
loan, and though he doubtless believed that he was incurring no liability, 
yet, according to his lordship’s view of the evidence, he knew that the 
£16,000 was tot actually paid, and that he was an allottee of the shares. | 
Blumenthal appealed. | 











quite dissimilar. 


impossible, therefore, for him to say ‘‘I am not a shareholder,” and such 
cases as Sandy’s case (37 W. R. 283, 42 Ch. D. 98) and others shew clearly: 
that he could not afterwards repudiate the contract. I pass, therefore, to, 
the point whether he can say tv the company that, by reason of their. 
having issued to Lim certificates representing that the shares were fully- 
paid up and of his having acted on the faith of such representations, the. 
liquidator is now estopped from demanding payment, becatise as a matter. 
of fact no cash was ever paid for these shares. Now, if the appellant 
were in a position to avail himself of the equitable doctrine, on the 
ground that he was a purchaser of these shares without knowledge of the 
truth, he would be able to say to the company that he is not liable to pay 
calls, seeing that they are estopped by their own representations from 
treating these shares as other than fully paid up, so far as he is concerned, 
This brings us in this case to the question of fact. That a bond fide holder 
of shares is not liable under such circumstances is established by Water. 
house v. Jamieson (L. R. 2 H. L. Sc. 29). Though that was the case of a 
transferee, the doctrine is not confined to transferees; and in Pardury’s 
case (44 W. R. 107; 1896, 1 Ch. 100) Parbury was an allottee. The 
doctrine which has been twice sanctioned by the House of Lords in Water. 
house v- Jamieson (ubi supra) and Burkinshaw v. Nicholls (24 W. R. 819, 3 
A. C. 1004) was properly applied in Purbury’s case, because there the 
applicant had no reason to suppose that the statement contained in the 
certificates was untrue. But can the appellant bring this case within that 
principle? It is said on behalf of the appellant, that the certificate told 
him that he was a registered shareholder, and also that the shares which 
he held were fully paid up, and that he knew nothing more than what was 
told him in the certificates. Now, whatdid the appellant know? It seems. 
to me that he knew so much that, if he had taken the trouble to investi- 
gate what he knew, ke must have found that the statement was not true. 
Now, what he knew was this. He knew, first, that these shares were the 
company’s shares. That was part of the bargain that they should be 
transferred to him for the debt of the company. He knew that he had 
paid nothing for them, and that no one else could have paid anything 
for them. It was suggested that these shares might have been the 
secretary’s or a nominee of his. The nature of the transaction seems to 
me to preclude that supposition. I think Vaughan Williams, J., was 
right when he said that the appellant knew the shares were not fully paid 
up. [His lordship read an extract from the judgment in the court below, 
and continued:—] I believe that to be true, but with this qualification— 
which, however, does not assist the appellant—that he and every other 
party to the transaction genuinely believed that these shares were properly 
issued as fully paid up, and that he was incurring no liability in taking 
them. The appeal must be dismissed, with costs. 

Lorgs and Ricsy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
dismissed.—CounseL, Astbury, Q.C., and Mark Romer; Eve, Q 
Martelli. Soutcrrors, Romer §& Haslam; Gush, Phillips, § Co. 

{Reported by J. I. Stieiina, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Appeal 
.C., and 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HAMMERSMITH VESTRY v. LOWENFELD—8th June. 


Pestic Heattu (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), ss. 11, 117 
—Costs or Ontarninc Nuisance OrpEr—ReEcovery 1n County Covrt— 
AssEssMENT or Costs—Limiration or Time~1l1 & 12 Vicr. c. 43) s. 11, 


Appeal from the Brompton County Court. The defendant had been 
ordered by a magistrate, under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, to 
abate a nuisance, and the plaintiffs had incurred costs and expenses as to 
procuring and enforcing the nuisance order more than six months before 
the issue of the summons in the county court. The plaintiffs’ claim was. 
made under section 11 of the Act referred to for £43 11s. for those costs 
and expenses. The county court judge held, on the authority of Tottenham 
Local Board v. Rowell (25 W. R. 135, 1 Ex. D. 514), that the action being sub- 
ject to the limitation of six months by the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 11, in respect 
of summary proceedings before magistrates, was also subject to the same: 
limitation in the county court, and he gave judgment for the defendaat. 
Section 11 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43 provides that ‘‘in all cases where no time 
is already or shall hereafter be specially limited for making any such 
complaint or laying any such information in the Act or Acts of Parlia- 
ment relating to each particular case, such complaint shall be made and 
such information shall be laid within six calendar months from the time 
when the matter of such complaint or information respectively arose. 
The plaintiffs appealed. On the appeal the defendant further contended 


Tue Covert (Lixprey, Lores, and Ricny, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. | that the amount of the costs and expenses ought to have been assessed by 


Lisviex, L.J., after stating the facts, said: Whether it was agreed at | 
the time of the loan that these shares should be registered in the appel- | 
lant’s name, or not, is not clear. I think there is no evidence that the | 
registration was part of the bargain. 


the magistrate, and could not be determined by the county court judge. 
Tue Covrt (Cave and W115, JJ.) disniissed the appeal. 
Cave, J.—In this case the Vestry took proceedings before a magistrate 


But they were registered in his | to abate a nuisance, and obtained a nuisance orger under the Public 


name, and he received certificates from the secretary of the company which | Health (London) Act, 1891. Now, section 11 of that Act provides that 


are very i rtant. I will read one of them [His lordship read the cer- 
tificate, continued :—]|. Now that informs him of two things: first, 
that he has been registered in respect of these shares; and, secondly, that 
on each of these shares the fall amount has been paid. The first of these 
statements was true; the second was not true. But what was done was 
this: Knowing that he has been registered, he does not object. In the 
second transaction he was registered and applied for the certificates as in 
the first, and, what is important to one part of this case, when the com- 
peny asked him to execute a transfer of these shares he did so as share- 
holder. This satisfies me that this case cannot be brought within the 
aathority of Beck's case (22 W. R. 248, 9 Ch. App. 392). The cases are 


‘+ all reasonable costs and expenses incurred in serving notice, making & 
complaint, or obtaining a nuisance order, or in carrying the order into 
effect, shall be deemed to be money paid for the use and at the request of 
the person on whom the order is made’ ; and (eub-section 12) ‘‘euch 

and expenses and any fines incurred in relation to any such nuisance 
may be recovered in a summary manner or in the county court or 
Court.” Every court has a right to exercise its functions as to the costs 
of proceedings in that court, and where magistrates impose a fine they 
may be asked to assess the costs payable in respect of the p 

before them. I agree that they ought to consider the circumstances of 
each case, and not to make a hard and fast line as to the amount of costs 





Here there was an exercise by the appellant of some of 
his rights as a shareholder by the transfer of some of his shares. If ig. 
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ghich they will allow in any particular class of cases; but the costs are in 
their discretion. It seems to me that the magistrate was the person to 
gseess the costs of the proceedings before him, and not the county court 
jndge; and if the costs have not been assessed at the proper time by the 
istrate, I think that the sanitary authority cannot go to the county 
curt to recover them; though, if they have been properly assessed and 
not paid, they. can go to the county court to recover them. The second 
int which has been argued seems to me to be covered by Zottenham Local 
ard vy. Rowell, a case decided by the Court of Appeal and binding upon 
us. Where there is an option of proceeding before two different tribunals, 
and as to one of them there is a limitation of time, that limitation applies 
to both branches of the option. I cannot distinguish this case from that 
decision. I think therefore that the decision of the county court judge 
yas right, and must stand. 

Wuts, J.—I am of the same opinion. As to the second point, it is 
admitted that if this case fell under section 117 of the Public Health 
(London) Act the decision would be right. That section provides that 
where summary proceedings may be taken by an authority or person to 
recover a demand not exceeding £50 the proceedings may, “‘ at the option 
of the authority or person,’’ be taken in the county court. The language 
of section 11 is somewhat different ; the words ‘‘ at their option ’’ are not 
there, but there is no difference in substance. I cannot see that it is any 
the less an option because those words are omitted. It would be splitting 
straws to say that there is any real distinction between the two sections. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counse., Macmorran, Q.C.; Courthorpe-Munroe. Sout- 
errors, Watson, Sons, § Room ; A. Arnold Hannay. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MELLOR (Appellant) ». WARDEN AND ANOTHER (Respondents)—6th 
June. 


Pusuic IoprovemMENts—Buitpincs—Rurinous or DancErovs WaLtt—Dan- 
gzrnovs To Occurrers oF NeiGHBourinc Burtprncs—Norice To Take Down 
—Towns Improvement Crauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 34), 
8. 75. 


This was a case stated for the opinion of the court by the justices of the 
for the borough of Tunbridge Wells under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, and 
42 & 43 Vict. c. 49, s. 33. At a petty sessions on the 3rd of February, 
1896, the respondents were charged by the appellant, the surveyor to the 
Council of the borough of Tunbridge Wells, for that they being the 
owner and occupier respectively of Oakfield Court, Tunbridge Wells, and 
of a wall belonging thereto, which wall was deemed to be in a ruinous 
state and dangerous to the occupiers of the neighbouring buildings, and 
that notices having been duly served on them respectively pursuant to 
10& 11 Vict. c. 34, s. 75, had failed to comply with the terms of such 
notice. The magistrates dismissed the said complaint. On the hearing 
of the complaint the following facts were proved. The wall was situate 
within the said borough and within the limits of the Tunbridge Wells 
Improvement Act, which incorporates 10 & 11 Vict. c. 34, ss. 75 to 78. 
The wall ran at right angles to a highway and separated the aforemen- 
tioned property from another property, consisting of a house and garden, 
occupied by a tenant. The wall was 7ft. 4in. high, and wasin a ruinous 
state and was dangerous to the occupiers of the neighbouring building. 
The property on either side of the wall belonged to private owners, and 
the wall was in nowise dangerous to the public passing along the said high- 
way. The appellant deemed the wall to be in a ruinous state and dangerous 
to the occupiers of the neighbouring buildings aforesaid, and therefore 
caused to be given to the respondents the notice under section 75 of 10 
& 11 Vict. c. 34, requiring them to take down the wall. The respondents 
failed to comply with the notice. No evidence was called by the 
tespondents. The magistrates dismissed the summons on the ground 
that the case did not come within the provisions of section 75, because 
the wall was proved to be on private property, and not to abut on any 
public highway or other place to which the public had access. The 
section requires that the surveyor shall ‘‘ immediately cause a proper 
hoard or fence to be put up for the protection of passengers.” In this 
case no such hoard or fence was erected, there were no passengers to 
protect, and they did not think the surveyor had any right to enter upon 
the land for the purpose of erecting such hoard or fence. They were also 
of opinion that the wall was not dangerous to any adjoining or 
neighbouring building, and that the word ‘‘ occupiers” in the section 
teferred to persons in actual occupation of the building, and not to 
persons who might be in gardens belonging thereto. Further, they did 
not consider that the words of the section authorized them to exercise the 
summary powers which were vested in them for the protection of the 
public, to remedy what, in their opinion, was a private matter between 
the owners or occupiers of the said two properties. The question for the 
opinion of the court was whether, on the facts aforesaid, their decision 
was tight in law. Section 75 of 10 & 11 Vict. co. 34 provides that “ if any 
or Ww . . . Within the limits of the special Act be deemed 
by the surveyor of the commissioners to be in a ruinous state and 
rous to passengers or to the occupiers of the neighbouring buildings, 
such surveyor shall immediately cause a proper hoard or fence to be put 
up for the protection of passengers,” and shall give notice to the owner 
of such building or wall, and to the occupier, ‘‘ to take down, repair, or 
secure such building or wall,”’ and, in case of non-compliance with such 
order, on complaint by the surveyor, the justices may “* order its owner 
or, in his default, the occupier (if any) of such building or wall . . 
to take down, rebuild, repair, or otherwise secure . the same.”’ 


Tux Covrr (Cave and Wits, J.J.) remitted the case to the justices 
the intimation that in their opinion section 75 of 10 & 11 Vict. o. 


actual building or not.—CovnszL, Macmorran, Q.C.; Tindal Atkinson ; 
Bonsey. Sorscrrons, Sole, Turner, § Knight ; Prior, Church, § Adams, for 
Graham, Warne & Sons, Tunbridge ; Letts Brothers. 

{Reported by £. G. Stitu wet, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF MIDDLESEX (Appellants) ». THE ASSESS- 
MENT COMMITTEE OF ST. GEORGE’S UNION (Respondents)—4th and 
5th June. 


Poor Rate—RareaBiuity or Burtpinc Usep Partiy ror Crown Purposxs 
AND Partity ror County Councit ADMINISTRATIVE PuRPosEs—Szssions 
Hovse—Va vation (Mzrropouis) Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 67)—Locau 
Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41). 


This was a special case stated pursuant to section 40 of the Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869, the question raised being whether “‘the Sessions 
House ”’ or ‘‘ Guildhall, Westminster,’ was rateable for poor and other 
rates and assessments under the afo Act. The were inserted 
in the supplemental valuation list of the united of St. M 
and St. John the Evangelist, Westminster, under the said Act on the 31st 
of May, 1894. The entry in the said list was as follows: ‘‘ Name of 
occupier ; name of owner: The Middlesex County Council, Sir Richard 
Nicholson, Clerk of the Council.’’ ‘‘ Description Sree : That part 
of the Guildhall, Westminster, being the county , committee rooms, 
offices, office of the county surveyor, vaults and rooms used by the care- 
taker, and such parts of the buildings as are used by the Middlesex 
County Council for administrative purposes as distinguished from Crown 
purposes.’’ ‘‘ Situation of property: Broad Sanctuary.”’ ‘‘ Gross value 
£225.” ‘* Rateable value £188.’”” The appellants objected before the 
respondent committee, pursuant to the Act, to the assessment and 
valuation ; and, failing to obtain redress, appealed pursuant to the said Act 
and the Local Government Act, 1888, on the 10th of January, 1895, to the 
Court of Quarter Sessions for the County of London. The old 
sessions house at Westminster was erected by commissioners appointed 
under 18 Geo. 3, c. 72; 39 Geo. 3, c. 82; 44 Geo. 3, c. 61; and 
47 Geo. 3, Sess. 2, c. 67, and upon a site acquired under those Acts. 
Until the passing of the Local Government Act, 1888, it was managed and 
maintained under the said Acts and 7 & 8 Vict.c. 71. In 1777 andin 
subsequent years the site of the sessions house and the buildings thereon 
were assessed to the poorrate. Theland tax was redeemed in 1892. Prior 
to the Local Government Act, 1888, for a period during which the cellars 
under the sessions house were let toa wine merchant, the said cellars were 
assessed and rated to the poor rate. Exceptas aforesaid the sessions house 
was never before the making of the assessment in question assessed or 
rated to the poor rate or any other rate. Prior tothe Local Government 
Act, 1888, the sessions house was used for holding courts of assessment 
sessions and quarter sessions aud for other judicial business of the justices 
of the county and for the public business of the county of Middlesex. In 
April, 1892, the Guildhall was apportioned pursuant to sections 40 (6) 
and (7) and 62 (1) of the Local Government Act, 1888, to the county of 
Middlesex. The questions for the opinion of the court were : (1) Was the 
Guildhall or any and what part thereof rateable and within the descrip- 
tion of rateable the subject of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 
1869? (2) Upon what principle was the Guildhall or any rateable part 
thereof to be valned and assessed for the purpose of the poor or other 
rates? For the appellants it was coutnaled that the premises were 
exempt on the ground that they were occupied for Crown purposes, and 
that a county council was not rateable in the same way asa municipal 
corporation. 

Tue Covrr (Cave and Writs, JJ.) was of opinion that so far as the 
premises were used for local and administrative purposes they were rate- 
able, and so far as they were used for Crown purposes they were not rate- 
able, the real distinction being between buildings used for Crown pur- 
poses and buildings used for local government purposes. Prior to the 
Local Government Act of 1888 such distinction had been drawn, and by 
that Act such distinction had been more firmly established. It was even 
more important that county councils should be rated than municipal 
corporations, because in the case of the former only one or two towns 
would benefit by the county council business, whereas in the case of the 
latter the whole borough would benefit by the increased business of the 
corporation. If any difficulty should arise in —— the reteability, 
there would be liberty to apply. Appeal dismissed, with liberty to apply. 
—CounskL, Danckwerts ; Bosanquet, Q.C., and W. C. Ryde. Soxrcrrors, 
R. Nicholson ; W. J. Fraser. 

{Reported by E. G. Stituwaxt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. VESTRY OF ST. MATTHEW'S, BETHNAL GREEN—2nd June. 


Merrorotrs Manacement Acts—Dratn—Sawer—Liasmity tro Repar 
—Arproval or Mrrropotrran Boarp or Works or Tae Consrrecrron 
or New Srwer—Merroports Manacewent Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr, c. 
120), ss. 69 & 250. 

This was an application by the School Board for London for a maenda- 
mus to compel the Vestry to repair a drain or sewer. The drain or sewer 
was constructed in 1866, and received the drainage of several houses. It 
was contended that it was a sewer within the mean of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, s. 250; and was repairable by the Vestry : see 


Kershaw v. Taylor (1895), 2 Q. B. 208. The Vestry, on the other hand, 
resisted the application on the ground that previous val of the con- 
struction of the sewer did not appear to have been from the 





4 sa to such a case as this, and that the wall was dangerous to the 
r of the neighbouring building, whether dangerous to those in the 


occu 


any drain of and used for the drainage of one building only, or premises 
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within the same , and made merely for the purpose of communi- | joinder. This reaso is fallacious. The me must be, Doss Galt 


curtilage 

cating with a cesspool or other like receptacle for drainage, or with a 
sewer in which the drainage of two or more buildings or premises occupied 
by different persons is conveyed, and shall also include any drain for 
draining any group or block of houses, by a combined operation, under 
the order of any vestry or district board.’’ It further enacts that “‘ the 
word ‘ sewer’ shall mean and include sewers and drains of every descrip- 
tion, except drains to which the word ‘ drain,’ interpreted as aforesaid, 
applies.’” Section 68 vests all sewers made or to be made within any of 
the parishes mentioned in the Act, except sewers and works vested or to 
be vested in the Metropolitan Board of Works, in the vestry of such 
- Section 69 imposes upon the vestry the duty of repairing the 
sewers vested in them; ‘‘ provided always, that no new sewer shall be 
made without the previous approval of the Metropolitan Board of Works.” 
Pee (Lord Russeit or Krttowen, C J., and Wricurt, J.) granted 

Waricur, J., in a considered judgment, said that after a lapse of 30 
years consent ought perhaps, in the absence of clear disproof, to be pre- 
sumed ; but even assuming it to be clearly disproved, the objection must 
. The mere fact that the requisite consent was not obtained for the 
making of the sewer did not prevent it from being a sewer when made. 
Further, from the circumstances stated in the affidavit and from the 
nature of the case it ought to be inferred that the Vestry knew and 
approved of the making of the sewer, and of its connection with their 
— sewer in the adjoining street, and they could not now raise the 
obj -—Counset, Jelf, Q.C., and Bevan; R. C. Glen. Sotticrrors, 
Robert Voss ; C. E. Mortimer. 


[Reported by C. G. Wiisranan, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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CARTER AND OTHERS v. RIGBY & CO.—2nd June. 


Practice — Partres— Pxiarstirrs, JoINDER OF —JOINDER OF SEVERAL 
Piarstirrs—County Court Rutes, Orp. 3, r. 1 


Appeal from a decision of the learned county court judge of Stafford- 
shire, sitting at Newcastle-under-Lyme. An application was made to the 
county court judge, on behalf of the defendants, to strike out forty-nine 
out of fifty plaintiffs who had joined in bringing an action under Lord 
Campbell’s Act and under the Employers’ Liability Act, as the repre- 
sentatives of some fifty persons who had lost their lives through the 
flooding of a coal mine, which was alleged to have been caused by the 

of the defendants. The learned judge refused the application 
to strike out the plaintiffs, and the defendants now appealed. The case 
was argued on the 23rd of April, when the court took time to consider their 


judgment of the Cover (Lord Russett or Kmiowen, C.J., and 
Wricut, J.) was read by : 

Lord Rvssatt, C.J.—The question in this case is whether a number of 
plaintiffs can be joined in one action against one defendant in the county 
court for damages under Lord Campbell’s Act and the Employers’ 
Liability Act of 1880, where the same negligence is alleged to have caused 
the death of several persons. The County Court Rule dealing with 
joinder of plaintiffs is ord. 3, r. 1, which is as follows: ‘‘ All persons may 
be joined as plaintiffs in whom the right to any relief claimed is alleged 
to exist, whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative. And judgment 
oy Bp given for such one or more of the plaintiffs as may be found 
to be entitled to relief, for such relief as he or they may be entitled to, 
without any amendment. But the defendant, though unsuccessful, shall 
be entitled to any extra costs occasioned by so joining any person who 
shall not be found entitled to relief, unless the court in disposing of the 
costs of the action shall otherwise direct.’’ This rule is in exact terms 
the same as ord. 16, r. 1, of the Supreme Court Rules. In Smurthwaite 
v. Hannay (43 W. R. 113; 1894, A. C. 494), the House of Lords decided 
that such a joinder was not allowable under ord. 16, r. 1, of the 

Court Rules. Is there any reason why that interpretation does 
terpretation of the County Court Rules? It is said 
that the Employers’ Liability Act, 1830, section 6, gave power to make 

such a joinder. This seems to me open to grave doubt. 

Section 6, sub-section 2, of the Act says that for the purpose of 
consolidating actions, and otherwise preventing multiplicity of such 
actions, rules and regulations may be made “‘in the same manner as 
for regulating the practice in other county court actions.’”’ I doubt 
whether this gives any greater power in the case of employers’ liability 
actions than in other actions. Rules as to their consolidation and 
otherwise preventing multiplicity of suits may be made as in the case of 
actions. That is all the section amounts to, in my opinion. 

ity Court Rules deals with consolidation, and seems to 
give effect to the object of section 6 of the employers’ liability 
, above referred to. But even assuming this section to authorize 
such a joinder, the more important question remains, Do 
drawn up, permit such a joinder? It is contended that 


of ord. 3, r. 1, and 
laintifs under ord. 3, r. 1, 
the cause of action shall 
be for the plaintiffs, but the amount of the 
the costs ordered to be paid to each 
set forth in the judgment, and the 
awarded in the action shall be ordered to be paid to such 
hb manner as the court may think fit.” I am not clear 
this rale may not be satisfied by cases in which (as 
SA, amending Lord Campbell’s Act) several plaintiffs 
he other view suggested, namely, that the rule, 
wrongly) that this power of joinder exists under ord. 
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3, r. 1, allow the joinder? If it does not (and Smurthwaite v. Hannay is a 
decision to that effect), then a mistaken view to the contrary effect 
expressed in other rules cunnot add to its operative force, or j other 
than its proper construction. But more, this reasoning would lead to 
this strange result: Inasmuch as order 44, deals only with the Employers 
Liability Act, rule 18 of that order can be read with ord. 3, r. 1, only 
in connection with actions under that Act, and therefore ord. 3, r. 1, 
would have to be interpreted in conformity with Smurthwaite v. Hannay in 
all other actions. In other words, in the two cases put, the same words 
in the same ord. 3, r. 1, would have to receive different constructions, 
I come to the conclusion, therefore, that the joinder of plaintiffs here 
attempted cannot be allowed. I am sorry to feel obliged to come to this 
conclusion, for, although I cannot doubt that Smurthwaite v. Hannay wag 
rightly decided, I think it is in every way desirable that ord. 3, r. 1, 
should be so framed as to permit such a joinder as that here in question, 
subject to the control of the court where inconvenience or injustice 

arise from following that course, and I hope that the Rule Committee may 
see fit to amend ord: 3, r.1. Appeal allowed; leave to appeal.—Covnsnzr, 
Jelf, Q.C., and Boddam; Bigham, Q.C., and C@. A. Russell. Soxscrrors, 
Watson, Sons, § Room; Preston, Stow, § Preston. 


[Reported by Sir Suerstron Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 


REG. v. YORKSHIRE WEST RIDING COUNTY COUNCIL—6th June, 


Pustic ENTERTAINMENT—THEATRE—LICENCE TO PERForM Stace Piays— 
Licence GRANTED CONDITIONALLY ON UNDERTAKING NOT TO APPLY FOR 
Excisz Licence—Discrerion or Licenstne Commirree—TuHeatres Act, 
1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 68). 


In this case a rule nisi for a mandamus had been obtained, calling upon 
the County Council of the West Riding of Yorkshire to shew cause why 
they, as the licensing authority for the public performance of stage 
plays for the West Riding, should not hear and determine an application 
by William Ritchie for a renewal of a theatre licence. The applicant was 
the proprietor and er of the Princess Theatre at Hoyland Nether, 
and on the 26th of March, 1896, — for a licence for the public 
performance of stage plays in the theatre. In September, 1893, 
application had been made by the previous proprietor for a similar licence, 
and such licence was only granted to him on the condition that he did 
not apply for aa excise licence, and such aforesaid licence was sub- 
sequently renewed in 1894 and 1895 on the same condition. On the 
hearing of the application by W. Ritchie he was asked if he would give 
an undertaking not to apply fur an excise licence, and on his refusal to do 
so the court refused to grant the theatre licence. Immediately after this 
decision the applicant stated that if the committee would grant the licence 
for the performance of stage plays he would undertake not to apply for an 
excise licence, but that he gave this undertaking without prejudice to 
his right of appeal. The committee thereupon granted him the theatre 
licence. In support of the rule it was contended that the Council had 
exercised their discretion improperly, and had exceeded their powers in 
imposing a condition. 

Tax Court (Cave and Wi11s, JJ.) discharged the rule. 

Cave, J.—A discretion is reposed in the County Council, and it is for 
them and not for the Court of Queen’s Bench to exercise that discre- 
tion ; and unless they have not exercised it, or exercised it improperly, the 
court would not be justified in interfering. In this case it was left to the 
committee to consider a variety of circumstances, and they decided the 
matter upon such consideration. The necessity for having a place where 
liquor could be sold was not the same in every case, and the County 
Council were justified in taking into consideration the fact that liquor was 
easily obtainable at a public-house twenty yards away from the theatre, 
and that a new licence might lead to disturbances in the neighbourhood. 

Wuzs, J., was of the same opinion. The Council had exercised their 
discretion, and they had done nothing which was not, as the Lord C 
said in the case of > rome v. Wakefield (37 W. R. 187) “‘ within the limits which 
an honest and competent man in the discharge of his duty ought to confine 
himself to.’’ The County Council were quite justified in — into 
consideration the fact that if they — the theatre licence uncondition- 
ally an application for an excise li would probably be made, as the 
theatre licence would necessarily carry with it a right to obtain an excise 
licence, and in their o there were already sufficient licensed premises 
in the neighbourhood. For this reason they exercised their retion 
in the manner they had done, and the court would not say they had 
exercised it improperly. Rule discharged with costs.—CounszL, -squith, 
Q.C., and Roskili; Macmorran, Q.C., and F. Low. Souscrrors, Badham 
§ Williams, for Trevor Edwards, Wakefield; Andrew Wood § Co., for 
Newman & Bond, Barnsley. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE V.V. BREAD CO. (LIM.) (Appellants) v. STUBBS (Respondent)—6th 
June. 


Barap—Sate sy Weicut—Proviso as to Fancy “Bazap—Use or Im- 
proven Yrast—3 Geo. 4, c. 106, s. 4. 


This was a case stated by justices of the in the county of London 
and was an a from a conviction for sailing bread otherwise than by 
weight. At the Clerkenwell Sessions House a complaint was. prefe 

t t, a ge of weights and measures to the 





e the joint effect of the two rules is to authorize such {were proved. Two loaves of b 


by the responden 

County Council, nt com under 3 Geo. 4, c. 106, & 
4, for that they on the 18th of October, 1895, iid unlawfully sell or cause 
to be sold bread in other manner than by weight, contrary to the provi- 
sions of the said statute. U the hearing the following facts 
, each in size, sbape, 
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sppearance resembling a half-quartern loaf, were sold at the appellants’ 
premises on the 18th of October, 1895, not by weight. Each loaf was one 
ounce fifteen drachms short of two pounds in w t, the standard weight 
of a half-quartern loaf. The appellants claimed that it was fancy bread 

the meaning of the proviso of section 4 of the said Act, but nothin 

was said as to its being fancy bread at the actual time of the sale. Eac 
joaf had the initials ‘‘ V.V.”’ stamped upon it. The bread was made of 
four with yeast which was made by the appellants, by what was 
described as a trade secret and asa different and distinct process to that 
employed in the manufacture of ordi yeast. The cost to the appel- 
Jants of such yeast was ter than the price of ordinary yeast. The 
“V.V.” b was not sold in ordinary bakers’ shops, but only in con- 
fectioners’ and dairy shops. Upon the evidence the appellants contended 
that the two loaves were superior in quality to the ordinary household 
bread, and were properly described as bread usually sold under the 
denomination of ‘‘fancy bread” at the time of the passing of the statute 
3 Geo. 4, c. 106, s. 4, and that therefore they were entitled to sell the 
bread without previously weighing the same; that if the correct view of 
the meaning of the "age oa of section 4 was that it meant bread usually 
sold at the time of the alleged offence as ‘‘ fancy bread,” that still upon 
the evidence the bread was bread properly described as bread usually sold 
under the denomination of ‘‘ fancy bread’’ on the 18th of October, 1895, 
and they cited Reg. v. Wood (4 Q.B. 559) and The Aerated Bread Co. 
(Limited) v. Gregg (8 Q. B. 355), in support of their contention. The 
tes found as a fact that the bread was not such as was usually 
under the denomination of ‘‘ French or fancy bread,’’ and that, 
t as to the yeast employed, it was similar in all ts to what is 
now known as ordinary household bread ; and they held that it could not 
be properly described as ‘“‘fancy bread,’’ and fined the appellants. The 
— for the court were: (1) Whether the proviso to section 4 of 


Geo. 4, c. 106, means bread sold at the time of the of the Act 
as fancy bread.’’ (2) Whether, if the proviso means bi sold at the 
time of the alleged offence as ‘‘ fancy bread,’ they were right in holding 


the bread in question could not be properly described on the 18th of Octo- 
ber, 1895, as “‘ fancy bread’’ within the meaning of the proviso. 

Tur Covet (Cave and Wits, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. The first 
point raised for the opinion of the court was decided affirmatively by 
the case of the Aerated Bread Co. v. Gregg. The second point was whether 
the bread was fancy bread within the proviso jin section 4. The lcaves 
were similar in size, shape, and appesrance to the ordinary half-quartern 
loaf, and the only difference was that they were made with a different 
and more expensive form of yeast. That would not make the bread 
“fancy bread.’’ The Act said the bread must be sold by weight, and so 
long as bread is manufactured of the same size, shape, and appearance as 
the half-quartern loaf it must be sold by weight. There was no hard- 
ship in this to the bakers, as the Act did not fix a price. The conviction 
must be upheld.—Counsrx, Lord Coleridge, Q.C., and Biron ; Horace Avory. 
Soutcrrors, Carr § Son ; Blaxland. 

[Reported by E. G. St1tuwext, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. ERDHEIM—C. C. R., 2nd June. 


Ornawat, LAaw—Evinence—MIsDEMEANOURS UNDER Dextors Act, 1869— 
Exammyation or Banxrupt—Orat Evipence—ApMIssrBitity—Banx- 
ruprcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 17. 


Case stated by the deputy recorder for the city of Leeds, The case was 
argued on the 2nd ult., when judgment was reserved. The facts and 
arguments appear from the judgment of 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russett or Krtiowen, C.J., Potuock, B., Hawkins, 
Cavz, and Writs, JJ.), which was delivered by 

Lord Russztt or Kritowen, O.J.—The defendant was charged with 
certain misdemeanours under the Debtors Act, 1869. On the 20th of 
May, 1895, he had been duly adjudicated bankrupt, and under the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883, s. 17, he had been duly examined on oath on five dif- 
ferent days, and on the last of those days—namely, the 19th of November, 
1895—the examination was adjourned sine die. During his examination a 
shorthand writer had taken down in shorthand the evidence of the defen- 
dant and made a transcript of it, but the transcript was not read over to 
or by or signed by the defendant. At the parol evidence of the 
shorthand writer was tendered and received of statements or admissions 
made dog defendant in the course of his examination of facts tending 

establish the misdemeanours with which he was charged. The question 
is, Was pl er evidence properly admitted? It was argued that it was 
improperly itted—first, on the ground that the examination, having 

adjourned sine die, was not completed, and therefore the defendant 
might not have had the opportunity of oer complete statement and 
explanation. As to this, it is to be observed that the deputy recorder has 
in the case before us found as a fact that no incomplete statement was 
given in evidence ; by which I understand him to mean that the statements 
of which evidence was given were not fragmentary, but were, as far as 
the particular facts dealt with by them, complete. This, however, is not, 
Tapprehend, the character of the objection in fact urged. That objec- 
tion I understand to be that, even if otherwise admissible, the parol evi- 
dence of the statements made was not admissible, because the examination 
Was adjourned sine dic, and was not in that sense complete. In my judg- 
ment, whichever form the objection takes, it is one which goes only to 
o effect and weight of the evidence, and not to its admissibility. 
the jury thought that the statements were fragmentary or 
» it would se ong | affect the — they would 
think it just to attribute them, but their admissibility would 
pe be thereby affected. The second and main objection 
that upon the true construction of the 17th section of the Bankruptey 


by the bankrupt is the transcript taken down in and read over to 
Seuedlty bas ‘cndar the later that Act, or read over by the debtor and 
by him under the later Act of 1890. A further objection urged 

was that any such transcript, even if read over and signed, would not be 
admissible in a criminal prosecution, and that a fortiori parol evidence of 
statements made during examination was not admissible in such a prose- 
cntion. In support of these objections the principle nemo tenetur se ipsum 
accusare was relied upon. I proceed to consider these contentions. The 
— referred to has undoubtedly been regarded as an important one. 
d Eldon described it as one of the most sacred principles of the law 
(Ex parte Cossens, Re Worrall, Buck’s Bankruptcy Cases, 560). But he 


proceeds to point out that he has always understood that tion to 
admit of a qualification with respect to the jurisdiction in ptcy— 
namely, that a bankrupt cannot refuse to discover his estate and effects 


to them, though in the course of giving 


and particulars rela 
tend to shew that he 


information to his creditors that information may 


then existing, while the commissioners would not compel the ape 
to answer a question directly aimed at incriminating him, they wo 

compel him to answer questions which might tend in that direction. I 
am, however, relieved the necessity of considering old authorities on 
this subject, as express statutory provisions have taken the place of usage 
and judicial authority, and the tatter are only useful in so far as they 
may throw light upon the proper principle of construction to be applied 
to the Acts of the Legislature. By the Bankruptcy -Act, 1849, section 
117, it was provided that the court might summon the bankrupt before it, 
and, if necessary, compel his attendance by warrant, and that it should be 
lawful for the court to examine the a (after he had madea solemn 
declaration to speak the truth) touching matters relating to his trade, 
dealings, or estate, or which might tend to disclose any secret grant or 
concealment, and to reduce his answers into writing, which examination, 
when reduced into writing, the bankrupt should signand subscribe. The 
construction and effect of that section were carefully considered in 
the case of The Queen v. Scott, decided in 1856 (25 L. J. M. C. 
128). [His lordship then referred to the facts in that case, and con- 
tinued:—] As tothe argument based upon the a nemo tenetur se 
ipsum accusare, the court held that the statute of 1 had in the case in 
question taken away this privilege by enacting that he must answer 
touching all matters relating to his trade or estate without qualification. 
It is to be observed that in‘that case there was no express provision that 
the answers of the bankrupt should be admissible in evidence against 
him. In my judgment the principles enunciated in this case (with 
the decision of which I entirely agree) practically determine the 


The examination in question took place under the Bankruptcy Act of 1883, 
s. 17, which provides that the court may appoint a day for the examina- 
tion of the debtor, at which he shall be Be. wor as to his conduct, deal- 
ings, and property. It is provided in these terms (sub-section 8): ‘‘The 
de tor shall I examined upon oath, and it shall be his duty to answer all 
such questions as the court may put or allow to be 


t tohim. Sach 
notes of the examination as the court thinks proper 
writing, and shall be read over to and signed by the debtor, and may there- 
after be used in evidence him.”’ Finally, by sub-section (9), when 
the court is of opinion that the affairs of the debtor have been sufficiently 
investigated it shall declare the examination concluded. It will be seen 
that the examination, if authenticated as provided in sub-section (8), may 
thereafter be used in evidence against the bankrupt without any qualifica- 
tion pointing to its exclusion in the case of criminal Indeed, 
seeing that a bankrupt is not likely to be the subject of civil proceedings, 
it is more difficult —— that the exclusion of criminal proceed 
could have been inten I think, therefore, it must be taken as clear, 
conformably with the decision in The Queen v. Scott, that, if duly authenti- 
cated as provided by sub-section (8), the examination could properly be 
used t the defendant on a criminal It is equally clear that, 
not regularly authenticated, it cannot put in evidence. If it 
could, it would become in itself, without farther proof than compliance 
with the formal provisions of the Act, substantive evidence ; but the point 
that we have here to decide is, Is such authenticated examination the sole 
evidence which can be given of statements or admissions of the defendant 
during his examination ? oe cee ©. opinion that itis not. In the 
first place, the statute does not say it shall be the only evidence of 
his statements. In the next , his statements have been made on an 
occasion when he was under lawful examination on oath, and therefore 
are not to be regarded as induced by threats or promises or under undue 
influence, circumstances which would a to ga them to be regarded 
as not voluntary, and therefore ble. I the statu- 
tory pro am, Toneieen, on ane Snaeates te eevee for the most 
authentic way of presenting to the court 
not at all as intended to exclude all other modes 
of statements made by the defendant in the course 
If, then, this view is correct, is there any rule of this 
evidence should be excluded? I know of none. I take the general rule 


nk by party a. & to the matter ta 
ns 


5 


in any civil case and also in any criminal case, except where 
statement is made upon oath im administered, or where such state- 
ment is not voluntary within the to which I have already referred. 


It has been objected that the broad principle which I have expressed would 
the gaisaibilt of the evidence of any person as well as the 

writer as to ts or admissions made a 
during his examination, This is quite true, it would. wt 





Act, 1883, the only evidence which can be received of the statements made 


me to be only an objection to the weight and reliability of 
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not to its admissibility, and I have no fear that, in the application in 
am of the principle enunciated, both judges and juries may not well 

trusted to discriminate between evidence of statements accurately 
recorded and formally authenticated and evidence of statements which do 
not fall within that category. In the result, therefore, the conviction will 
be affirmed. Conviction affirmed.—Covunsext, C. Mellor; Sir R. Finlay, 
8.G., G. J. Banks, and Bairstow. Sotrcrrons, £. F. S. Pearson, Leeds ; 
Solicitor to the Treasury. ‘ 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.]} 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held, at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), Gray Hill (Liverpool), John Hunter, J. H. Kays, F. Rowley 
Parker, Richard W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £510 was distributed in grants of relief, thirty-four new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
transacted. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 2nd day of June, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Scuepvuz. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1896—R.—No. 240). 
In the Matter of the Richmond Collotype Printing Co., Limited. Jack 
Sheridan Cowper v The Richmond Collotype Printing Co., Limited. 
Hatsrvry, 0. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Parrick Freurc Evans, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Newcastle-under-Lyme, in place of Mr. H. T. Boddam, resigned. 





GENERAL. 


On the 5th inst., at the Mart, a freehold ground rent on 10, Cornhill, 
of the value of £1,100 per annum, realized £42,500, or about thirty-eight 
years’ purchase. It occupies an area of about 755 square feet, which at 
the price gives a value of no less than £2,452,023 per acre. 


The World says that an interesting memoir of Lord Bowen, by Sir 
Henry Cunningham, has been printed for private circulation among the 
friends of that distinguished judge; and that the autobiography of the 
late Lord Selborne, which was printed for private circulation about five 
years ago, is to be published shortly. This is a most interesting work, 
and many of Lord Selborne’s friends have strongly urged its publication. 


y 

According to the World, Lord Russell of Killowen has been inundated 
by invitations to lecture in half of the more important towns in the 
United States. The Lord Chief Justice has promised to address the 
American: bar at Saratoga in August, but that is the only lecture he will 
deliver while in the country. Although he has stated that such is his 
intention, the Yankee managers have refused to take him at his word. 
It is needless to say that Lord Russell does not intend to yield to their 
importunities, however pressing they may be. 


At the Mansion House banquet to her Majesty’s judges on Wednesday 
Lord Chancellor, in reply to the toast of his health, said he believed 
it was Edward the Confessor who described London as the head of 
the country and of the law; and the earlier charters of their great city 
always spoke of the administration of justice as one of the principal 
of the State. One of the chief distinctions of the City of London, 
he thought, was that it had taken care, so far as in it lay, that the trial of 
the meanest and humblest of her Majesty’s subjects should be conducted 
in such a way that the records of what had passed should not pass away. 
He wished that all courts in this country had an official shorthand writer, 
for he believed that there was no greater or better check on the bar, the 
on all whose function lay in the region of the administration 

of justice than an absolutely accurate record of what had taken place. 


In @ report on the High Court of Justice (Lancashire Sittings) Bill, 
1895, recently adopted by the Bar Council, they say : ‘‘ No doubt dissatis- 
faction does exist at present among the solicitors and suitors at Manchester 
and Liverpool with regard to the manner in which their cases are some- 
times tried at the assizes; but we think the dissatisfaction is due not so 


much to the assize system as to the way in which the system is worked, 
The suitors think, and not altogether without cause, that their cases are not 
tried so carefully on circuit as in London. This feeling is very largely 
due to the court sitting long hours and attempting by these means to 
within a certain specified number of days more causes than it could pos. 
sibly get through if it proceeded in the ordinary way. Such a course 
invariably results in some of the cases, especially those at the end of the 
list, being tried hurricdly, and suitors, in order to avoid such a trial, are 
frequently induced to settle their cases. Another cause of complaint is 
that not unfrequently far more cases are Put into a day’s cause list than 
can possibly be tried, and a suitor is bound to bring his witnesses to court 
unnecessarily for three or four days. These grievances, however, are not 
peculiar to the County Palatine, but are equally felt in other counties,” 
And in a further report they add: ‘‘ We do not think that any arrange. 
ment made merely for the purpose of giving more frequent opportunities 
to suitors in Lancashire for trial of their cases is at all necessary, or would 
in any way satisfy the claims which have from time been put forward in 
favour of Lancashire. It can, however, scarcely be doubted that if there 
were a judge of the High Court sitting continuously in Lancashire, always 
ready to make arrangements for the speedy trial of actions and to deal 
summarily with commercial disputes, a considerable convenience would be 
afforded to Lancashire suitors, especially to those engaged in trade and 
commerce, and there would probably be a large increase of legal business 
in the district. We think, and we have reason to believe, that the 
members of the Bar generally concur in the opinion that it is undesirable, 
in the interests not only of the bar but also of the public, to establish a 
district court of the High Court, presided over by a judge resident in the 
district. This objection might, however, be to some extent obviated by 
an arrangement that the Lancashire business should be assigned to a small 
rota of judges, oneof whom should be always in Lancashire, or, at any 
rate, be there at short and regular intervals, for the purpose not only of 
the trial of actions, but also of dealing with other matters arising in the 
same causes, judges on this rota being relieved from other circuit business, 
It would, however, be essential to the successful working of any such 
arrangement that the judges upon the rota should not be frequently 
changed.”’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars 1n ATTEYDANCE ON 









Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_ No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, June.......sseee-e 15 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
ee 16 Leach Rolt ‘ ry 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieiia. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
heubesseveepeesens 15 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
..16 Beal Ward Jackson 
Pe Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
18 Beal Ward Jackson 
wee 19 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
nipabhadiediwoncoessore) 20 Beal Ward Jackson 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1896. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 
Fawcett v Homan & ers app of pltfs from order of Mr Justice 
Romer, dated April 22, 1896 April 25 
Metropolitan Ry Co v Great Western Ry Co app of pltfs from order of 
Mr Justice Chitty, dated March 26, 1896 April30 
In re Hamilton Cadogan v Fitzroy app ot defts F H Fitzroy and aur 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Marck 28, 1896 May 1 | 
In se Cattley, infants, &c. app of H T Cattley from order of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated April 1, 1896 May 5 7 
James vHarris app of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
April 30, 1896 May 5 5 ae : 
How v Earl Winterton app of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewieh, 
dated March 4, 1896 (order not perfected) May 5 
In re Eyke Stanley v Stanley app of pltf, Agnes Louisa Stanley, trom 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 16, 1896 May6 _ 
In re Yates Mochmer v Yates app of pltf from order of Mr Justice Stit- 
ling, dated April 23, 1896 (order not perfected) | May 7 : 
Johns v Johns (Divorce) app of John Gardner from order of Mr Justice 
Barnes, dated April 25, 1896 May 9 

W HHernv R A Hern (Divorce) app of A B Winnifrith from order of 
Mr Justice Barnes, dated May , 1896 May 9 

In re The Undertakmg of the Worcester & Broom Ry, &c app of Hy 
Pigeon from Mr Justice Stirling, dated April 25,1896 May 16 

Quibampton v The Peruvian Corpn app of defts from order of MrJ ustice 
Romer, dated August 9, 1895 May 18 

In re Chapman Cocks v Chapman app of deft, M A Chapman, from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec17, 1895 May 19 — 

Graydon v Basset app of pltffs from order of Mr. Justice Stirling, dated 





Feb 7, 1896 May 19 


June 13, 1896. 
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In re Parry, Liversedge v Inchbold app of plts from order of Mr Justice 
Romer, dated Jan 14, 1896 May 19 : 

Taylor v Pease app of plt in person from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated March 4, 1869 (order not perfected) May 19 

In re H Hamilton, Douglas v Fitzroy app of defts, Baron Leigh & ors, 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 22, 1896 May 22 

In re Brown, Quincey v Quincey app of deft E J Laughton from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 7, 1896 May 22 

Marsh v Joseph app of Her Majesty’s Attorney-General & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 11, 1896 May 23 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 


Kennedy v Dodson app of deft J B Dodson from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Dec 17, 1895 


May 5 
d FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

In ro A E Fenton, gent (one, &c) appl of M Cathcart, in person, from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 14, 1895 (s o for security for 
costs) 

Inre Lincoln's Inn Field Trusts & London County Council Improvement 
Act, 1894, & In re The Lands Clauses, &c Act app of the County 
Council of London from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 18, 
1896 (order not perfected) April 30 

Fentcn v Rolls app of pltfs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 13,1896 part heard May 13 

Whitwham v Westminster Brymbo Coke & Coal Cold app of defts from 
ot Mr Justice Chitty, dated March 31, 1896 (order not perfected) 
May 16 

Fricker v Van Grutten app of pltf, W H Weller, from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty, dated May 14, 1896 (order not perfected) May 18 

Brownfield v The Shelton Iron, Steel & Coal Cold upp of pltfs from 
—_ of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 15, 1896 (order not perfected) 

y 21 

The Lancashire Explosives Co 1d v The Roburite ExplosivesCold app of 
pltfs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich (refusal to commit), dated May 
21, 1896 (order not perfected) May 23 


FROM THE QUEEE’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 


Eichholav Seal app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated May 
5, 1896, at trial without a jury May 12 

Miles v Great Western Railway Co app of defts from jdgt of Baron Pol- 
lock and Mr Justice Bruce, dated May 4, 1896 

The Sailing ship Riversdale Co ld v Paterson & Simons app of defts from 
jdgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 5, 1896, at trial without a 


jury 

Foster v Foster app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated April 
22, 1896, without a jury, Middlesex 

The Hamilton—1896—Folio 221 The British and Foreign Marine Insce 
Co & ors v The Hamilton Steamship Co ld app of pltfs from order of 
Mr Justice Barnes, dated March 11, 1896 May 18 

Barwick and ors v Ind, Coope, & Cold app of pltfs from order of Mr 
— Wills, dated May 9, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 

y 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
(With Nautical Assessors). 
1896. 

The Siberian—1895.—Folio 519 (Damage) The Steamship Allegheny of 
London ld v J H Allan and R G Allan, Owners of the Steamship Siberian 
(with Nautical Assessors) app of defts from judgt of the ident, 
dated Feb 26, 1896 April 23 

The Barrister—1895.—Folio 532 (Damage) The Owners, Master, & Crew 
of the Conder v Ownere of the Barrister (with Nautical Assessors) app 
of defts from judgt of the President, dated April 20, 1896 April 29 

le McNair—1895.—Folio 20 (Damage) The Greenock Steamship Co 
v Owners of the Steamship Maggie McNair app of defts from judgt 
of the President, dated April 18, 1896 May 13 

Rutland—1896.—Folios 141 and 142 (Damage) Consclidated Owners of 
Edenbridge v W Green & ors, Owners of the Steamship Rutland app of 

are from judgt of the President, dated May 6, 1896 May 14 
nstanley—1895.—Folio 464 (Damage) Owners of Govino v Owners of 
Winstanley app of defts from judgt of the President, dated April 28, 
1896 May 18 

—1895.—Folios 488 and 492 (Damage) Consolidated Owners of 
the 8S Imbro v Owners of the SS Sabrina app of defts from judgt of 
the President, dated April 27, 1896 May 22 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1896. 
Edwards vy Fox & Son appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 1, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Cave 


h v The London, Brighton, & South Coast Railway Co appln of 


ts for judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated 
ad A 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Cave and special jury, London 
yl 
Stamp v Williams & anr Kelly v Williams & anr appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 8, 1896, 
at trial before and jury, Liverpool May 15 
Susman v Etrmann Bros appln of defts for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 1, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice 
Collins without a jury, Manchester May 16 
Ellis v Johnson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 7, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Collins and 
common jury, Liverpool May 20 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
1896. 
In re George B Addison (expte C H Crisp) app against a receiving order 
made by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated May 5, 1896 


In re Fraser (expte The Debtor) app against order of Mr Registrar Hope 
refusing to rescind receiving order 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1895. 


Hood Barrs v Cathcart appl of deft in person from order of Mr Justice 
Hawkins, dated Sept 30, 1895 (security ordered) Oct 7 

Norman v Cathcart appl of deft in person from order of Mr Justice Haw- 
kins, dated Sept 30, 1895 (security ordered) 1896 Oct 7 


1896. 


In re a Petition of Right of Edward Mitchell app of petnr from order of 
Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Bruce, dated April 16,1896 May 9 

The Queen on the prosecution of Her Majesty’s Postmaster-General v 
The London and North Western and Great Western Ry Cos (Crown 
tide) app of the Ry Companies from order of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Mr Justice Wright, dated May 1, 1896 May 14 

G Kirby v The North British & Mercantile Insce Co ld (Crown side) app 
of pltf from order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wright, 
dated April 27,1896 May 16 

A FE Palmer & anr v A Smith (Crown side) app of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated May 9, 1896 May 16 

Weldon v Matthews app of pltf from order of Mr Justice Cave, dated 
May 12, 1896, and special jury, Middlesex May 16 

In re a Submission to Arbtn between the Portland Urban District Council 
and T Tilley & Sons app of T Tilley & Sons from order of Mr Justice 
Cave, dated March 31, 1896 May 18 

National Provincial Bank of England 1d v Buffen app of dft from order 
of Mr Justice Day, dated April 27, 1896 May 18 

Lyndsey Robert Burnet v Charles Berry (Crown+side) app of respt from 
order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Wright, dated April 
28,1896 May 21 

Foster v Fabris app of deft from order of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 13, 1896 May 21 

James v Cochrane app of deft from order of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 16,1896 May 21 

Baring v Rosslyn app of deft from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
May 19,1896 May 23 

Hodges v The Waltcn upon-Trent Bridge Co Jessonand anr v The Same 
app of pltf, Hodges, from order of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated May 13, 
1896 May 23 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to May 23, 1896, inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trintry Srrtrmes, 1896. 
Srgcrat Parsr. 
For Argument. 
In re an Arbt between the Trustees of the Ipswich and Stowmarket Navi 
gation and the East Suffolk County Council ( heard before Baron 
Pollock and Mr Justice Kennedy, April 28, 1896 
District Council of Barton Regis Union v Stevens & anr ( heard before 
Baron Pollock and Mr Justice K » May 21, 1896) 
In re an Arbtn between Houston & and the Standard Steamship 
Owners’ Protection, &c, Assoc, ld (case to be re-stated) 
International Bank of London, ld v Keane 
The Board of Trade v The Guarantee Soc 
Younghusband v Metropolitan District Ry Co 


Orposrp Mortons. 


For Argument. 
In re a Solicitor, Expte In ted Law Soc (part heard before Baron 
Pollock & Mr Justice Day, 23, 1896) 


In re Maughan & Hall, Expte Maughan & anr (s 0 for further report) 
In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc (s o June 30) 

Hockley v Ansah {Eeeen, ) 

Grey v Rad 





& common jury, Middlesex May 8 


clyffe & Wife 
In re a Solicitor, Expte Ellis (s o for report of Incorporated Law Soc) 
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Grantham & Sons v Schreiber 

Batchelor & anr v Urban Council for the District of Margam 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

In re Same, Expte Same 

Hill-Kennedy v Hess & Ors 

Siddeley v London Hygenic Ice Co ld 

In re an arbtn between Frederick Williams & Richard Eustace 

Bryant v Dawson & ors 

In re an arbtn between Kenny, Mahon, & Co and Ernest Bigland & Co 


Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 


London The Queen v Vestry of St Matthew, Bethnal Green (expte Lon- 
don School Board) nisi for mandamus (argued April 27, coram Lord 
Russell, CJ, and Wright, J) 

Northumberland The Queen v Tynemouth Rural District Council (expte 
Lord Hastings) nisi for mandamus (argued May 11, coram Lord 
Russell, CJ, and Wills, J) 

Lancashire, Liverpool Holland & Co v Pritchard & ors county court 
pltfs’ app (argued May 13, coram Lord Russell, CJ, and Wills, J) 

Sussex, Lewes and Eastbourne The Mayor, &c of Eastbourne v Bradford 
—_ — deft’s app (argued May 15, coram Lord Russell, CJ, and 

, 
) 

Staffordshire, Newcastle-under-Lyme Carter & 59 ors v Rigby & Co 
county court defts’ app (argued April 23, coram Lord Russell, CJ, and 
Wright, J) 

For Argument. 

London The Queen v Lee & anr Jj, and The Guardians, St Mary, 
Islington (ex pte Edmonton Union) nisi for certiorari for orders 

Warwickshire The Queen v Lord Leigh & ors (ex pte Sanderson) nisi 
for mandamus to pay pension to Kinchant, late Chief Constable 

Devonshire Tomlin v Olver magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, W R The Queen v H H Judge, Gates, & Jackson (expte 
Mawson Bros) Nisi to hear act 
arwickshire, Birmingham Heath v Birmingham and District Omnibus 
Co county court pltf’s app 

Swansea Doherty v Williams magistrate’s case 

Carnarvonshire, Curnarvon Jones v Chamberlain and anr county court 
deft Roberts’ app 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Kearley v Marshall county court plaintiff’s 


app 

Glamorganshire, Swansea Pain & anr (trading, &c) v Bowden county 
court pltf’s app 

London Middlesex County Council v St George’s Union quarter sessions 
a Valuation Metropolis Act, 1869, 32 & 33 Vict. cap. 67, 
8. 

Surrey Martin v Alder magistrate’s case 

Durham Johnson v Richardson magistrate’s case 

Gloucestershire The Queen v J Waddingham, Esq, & ors, Jj, & & Tus- 
tin (expte Stephens) nisi to state case 

London D’Errico (trading, &c) v Samuel & anr county court pltf’s 


Wiltshire Smithy Webb magistrate’s case 

Somerset Williams v Groves magistrate’s case 

Met Pol Dist Bradford vMay&anr magistrate’s case 

Tunbridge Wells Mellor vy Warden & anr magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, WR The Queen v West Riding of Yorkshire County Council 
(expte Ritchie) Nisi for mandamus to hear application for theatre 


London VV Bread CovStubbs magistrate’s case 

Carmarthenshire The Queen v H H Judge of County Court of Carmarthen 
and Evans (expte Bishop) Nisi to enter judgment 

Surrey, Wandsworth Anderson v London & Provincial Steam Laundry 
Co county court pltf’s app 

Lancashire, Blackburn Brown v Lewis& ors county court defts’ app 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Walker v London General Omnibus Co county 


court dfts’ app 
Derbyshire, Chesterfield Marklow v Hardwick Colliery Co county court 


pitf’s app F : 
Essex, Colchester De Maidv De Maid county court deft’s app 


~~ Brompton Vestry of Hammersmith v Lowenfeld county court 


» Selisbury Walker v British & Colonial Meat Co. county court 
8 
arwlehahice, Birmingham Bradley & anr v Mutlow county court 
deft’s app 


Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull The North Eastern Ry Cov Brunton & 
Son county court deft’s app 
Kent Kent County Council v The Rt Hon Lord Gerard quarter ses- 


sions —— 
London Queen v Sinclair & anr, Jj, &c, and London Exhibition Co 
(ex Loa Fulham Overseers) Nisi for warrant for rates 
Met Pol Dist London County Council v Savoy Hotel magistrate’s case 
London Lakev Batt &Co mayor’sct app 
ay pe Marylebone Morris v Vestry of Paddington county court 


app 
Plymouth Axminster Union v Guardians of Plymouth quarter sessions 


spec case 

Lincolnshire, Spaldi B Cock (Ki & 

a paw v Cock (Kingston & anr, garnishees) 
London The Queen v Jj of 


on (ex pte Edmonton Union) Nisi for 
mandamus to hear app - 








Carnarvonshire Roberts v Roberts te’s case 

Surrey, Chertsey Gumm v Holder county court deft's app 

Middlesex, Westmmmster Stibbard v Faulkner county court deft’sa 

Somersetshire Keynsham Rural District Council v Constable magne 
trate’s case 

Glamorganshire, Aberdare Lewis & anr v Davies &anr county court 
deft Wm Davies’ app 

Newport, Isle of Wight Crabtree v Bulman magistrate’s case 

London Wihtolin v Continental Bottle Co county court deft’s app 

Yorkshire, Leeds Smith v Gill (formerly trading, &c) county court 
deft’s app 

Middlesex, Marylebone Gibb v Lindow & anr county court deft 
Lewis’s app 

Middlesex, Edmonton Pickering v Wood Green & Hornsey Laundry 


county court plt’s app 
Berkshire, Reading Hill & Sherwin v Mountford county court deft’s 
app 


Worcestershire The Queen v The Upper Stour Valley Main Sewerage 
Board (expte Hood Barrs) nisi for mandamus to compensate seques- 
trators of estate of Mrs Cathcart 

Essex Rogers v Hull magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Westminster Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v For 
county court deft’s app 

Kent Beckenham Urban District Council v Wood & Wootton magis- 
trate’s case 

Jarrow MclInany v Hildreth magistrate’s case 

Lincolnshire, Great Grimbsy Louth Rural District Council v West county 
court plt’s app 

Salford Brindley v Fletcher Hundred Court plt’s app 

London Webb v Marie Rose Gold Mining Co magistrate’s case 

Cheshire, Nantwich & Crewe Yearsley v Wood & Son county court 
plt’s app 

London Gill v Great Eastern Ry Co county court plt’s app 

Essex Pearce v Bunting magistrate’s case : 

Lancashire The Queen v Gibbons, Esq & ors, Jj, &c and Birkdale 
Urban District Council (expte Mayor, &c, of Southport) nisi for pro- 
hibition 

Pembrokeshire, Pembroke Docks White & anrv Cullwick county court 
deft’s app 

Middlesex, Bow Crawley v McGregor, Gow, & Co county court plit’s 
app 

RevenvE Parsr. 
For Judgment. 


Attorney-Gen v Baron Wolverton (c a v May 13) 
The Chicago Railway Terminal Elevator Co ld and the Commrs of Inland 
Revenue (c a v May 19) 
For Hearing. 
Causes by English Information. 
Attorney-Gen v The Verderers of the New Forest and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Earl of Carlisle & ors 


Appeals and Motions in Bankruptcy. 


Appeals for hearing before a divisional court sitting in Bankruptcy from 
County Courts, Pending May, 1896. 


In re Dagnall Expte Soan & Morley 

In re Daniel Expte Barfoot 

In re Newton Expte Collins 

In re Brown Expte Same 

Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr Justice VaucHan WILLIAMS, 
Pending May, 1896. 

In re Myers Expte Official Receiver v Myers 

In re Cogden Ex pte Light v Percy 


In re Gallard Expte Gallard, H 
In re Pennal Expte O Berry v Boyd & Co 
In re Bottomley Expte Smith v Haydon 


In re Simpson Expte Farmer v Tanner 

In re Des Clayes Expte Mease v Pannell 

In re Tetley Expte Jeffrey v Tetley & ors 

In re Alexander Expte Ford v Robertson 

In re Linton Expte Debtor & Wife vy Brown, Jan- 
son, & Co 

In re Same Expte Same v Walpole and ors 

Inre Montagu Expte Ward v L & 8S W Bank and 
ors 

In re Same Expte Same v Same and ors 

In re Day & Young Expte Friend v Boulton 

In re Linton Expte Debtor and Wife v Janson, 

bb, Pearson & Co 








WARnIne To 1nTENDING Hovse Purcnasrers AND Lzsszzs.—Before put- 
chasing or renting a house, haye the Sanitary Arrangements thoro 
Examined by an from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.) 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guiness; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvvr.] 





June 13, 1896, 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, June 5. 
JCINT STOCK COMPANIESB. 
Lourep in CHANcERY. 
ABC Hore. Apvertistne Co, Liumrep—Petn for winding 
directed to be heard on Monday, June 15. pv ny & Adams, Ciement’s ion, solors fi 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 3 o'clock in 
the afternoon of June 13 
Evence, Corres, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors ve seminal, on or before June 19, to send 
ther names and adaremes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C E Dovey, 
$1, Queen 
‘iercersan’ hoouer, Luurep—Petn for winding 
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Brown, Jauus, RN, Haslar, Southampton June 30 Bird & Hamer, Bedford row 
Caunr, Witt1am, Aberdare, Glam, Confectioner June 20 Thomas, Aberdare 
Crarke, Haxwan, Gorton, Lancaster June 22 Oldham, Stockport 

Cuanxe, Jane, Ambleside, Westmoreland July1 Gatey, Ambleside 


up, presented June A.J Coates, Louisa, Kingston, Surrey June 21 Stones & Co, Finsbury cres 


Curtis, Mary Ann, Bristol, Butcher July7 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Davi, Evay, Newcastle Higher, Glam, Farmer June 30 Hughes, Bridgend 
Dovssxx, Atrrep, Sth Kensington June 24 Doubble, Chancery lane 


presented June 4, directed to be | DuBosc, Evczn1a Exizasera, Sth Kensington July1 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 


heard on Jul by Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st, oclors for petner. ES apes Exocu, Rexs, Cardiff, Builder June 2 Tt Cardiff 


must reach bove-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of June 13 
Laer + ato r Normay, a for ba May 30, directed 
to be heard on Monday, J June 15. Steadman & oid Rata ans Ape 
Notice of appearing must mote the pened» Ls later than 6 o’clock in the after after- 
noon of June 13 
Marnias & meg gy oo Luntep—Petn for winding up, song y my 1, directed to be 
heard on June 15. Shepheards, 31 and 32, Finsbury circus, for petners. N 
as must reach the above-named not later than 6 *trelock in the afternoon of 
une 
Peartinc anp Trapinc Co, Lonrep (in Jeggeasien)—Satiom are uired, on or 
before June 20, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of debts or 
claims, to Frederick Keer, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney lane. Bennett, 68, Cole- 
man st, solor 
g ny Improvements Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 4, 
- ted to by , Boat Bs gon Ra ——g 3+ 20, Bedford row, w. agents for 
a ee ridd, solors for petners otice of appearing must reach the 
Spat & 80 later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 13 
Txouas Sewixe a Co, Limirep—Petna for winding up, presented May 29, is to be 
heard on June 15. H. L. Smiles, 79}, Gracechurch st, solor for petners. Notice of 
mening must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
vue 1 
— Co, Lisrtep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, on or before July 13, to 
ir names and ad and particulars of their debts or claims, to John William 
Woodthorpe, Leadenhall bldys, ‘Leadenhall st. Hare & Co, 139, Temple chmbrs, White- 


Unuimirep 1x CHANCERY. 


Cany Brea Mininc Co—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send in their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Trevethan, Carn 
Brea Mines, Carn Brea, R.8.0., Cornwall 

Tixcrort Mintne Co—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send in their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick William Dabb, 
Tincroft Mine, Carn Brea, R.S.0., Cornwall 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep ix CHanczry. 


Staxpaixc Parent Lerrer Co, Limrep (1n Liquipation)—Creditors are oieed, on or 

before July 19, to send in their names and addresses, and the their —— 

or claims, to Charles Bernhard Hahn and William Crossley, 23, Cross st, Man 
emma & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidators 

—_ G. Exuiot, pe come rs are required, on or before July 1, to send their names 

and addresses, and particulars of their % debts or claims, to William Frederick Brown, 2, 

ie ala Charing cross. Fladgate & Co, Craig’s court, Charing cross, solors for 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
GaniBaxpr Stox anv Burtat Socrery, 124, Pembroke pl, Liverpool. June 3 


Sons or Frrenpsxip Friznpiy Society, Town Hall, Hinckley, Leicester. June 3 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 22. 
Catvent, Witi1aM, and Canotiwe DoraTHEa CurvetL, Truro June17 Chivell vy Ander- 
son, Stirling, J Flux, East India avenue 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 26. 
Jouxsox, Thomas, Leverington, Parson Drove Fen, Cambs, Farmer June17 Worthing- 
ton v Johnson, Stirling, J Jackson, Wisbech 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 29, 
Wusox, Harrier Cecitia, Barbourne, Worcester June 30 Cooke v Wilson, North, J 
Humfreys, Hereford 
ce London Gazette.—Frivay, June 5. 
RIDGE, GEORGE Bosmeen, Porta, Dorset, Solicitor July 8 Haydon vy Aldridge, North, 
7 White ee ’ y y' dge, . 
Eanpiey, bog a Joon Pl Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer July1 Meir 
v Bratt, Ki ich, J Alcock, Burslem 


Parmnose, paca oo Norfolk, Farmer July 14 Johnson v Primrose, North, J 
Keith, Chantry, Norwich 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crain. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, May 22. 
Ava, Rev Srernex Coxvox, Wolverhampton June 2% Dent & Adams, Wolver- 
Amurace, Josern, Cleckheaton, York June 29 Clough, Cleckheaton 
Bawowix, Leoxanp, Warwick Jure 26 Chadwick & Son, Warwick 


Fa.xner, Jouy, Oxford June6 Thomas & Co. Oxford 

Farrant, Georce Goprery, Inner Temple, Esq, Barrister-at-Law June 30 Wickins 
Smith & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Faux, Joseru ha ag Ashby de la la Zouch, Leicester, Farmer June 22 Fisher & Co’ 


Gisss, tee Seaforth, Liverpooi July1 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 

Grice, Marx Epwarp, Tamerton Yoliott, Devon, Esq June 27 Woolleombe & Son, 
ee Cottenham, York June 30 Stephenson, Hull 

Hannarorp, Janz Fercuson, Weymouth July 1 Pennington & Son, Lincoln's inn 
noite, Gezorcs Ricuarp, Pimlico July1 Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool 

Hew ert, Caruenine, Harlescott, Salop June 30 Needham, New inn 

Hew.err, Exizaseru, Shrewsbury June30 Needham, New inn 

Heymanns, Josers, Kentish Town July1 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury cres 

Hixt, Mary Exizasets, Plymouth June20 Gill, Devonport 

Howuineprake, Jony Henry, Scarborough June 20 Costolow, Scarborough 


Husparp, Hon > Somes Ge.umranp, East Grinstead June 23 Marshall & Haslip, 
Martin 
Kixe, Snenee' Grauam, Surbiton, Surrey June 24 Vickery, Church ct chmbrs 


Lamsroy, Gertrupe Nixa, Eaton pl June 24 Leach, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Law, Henry, Cleckheaton, York, Car Manufacturer June 30 Clough, Cleckheaton 
Leverett, Mitprep, Abingdon, Berks June 24 Challenor & Son, Abingdon 
Lircuyig.p, Joser#, Birmingham June18 Pepper & Tangye, Birmingham 
Makepeace, James, Shrewsbury, Wine Merchant June 30 Needham, New inn 


ManrsHatt, Tomas, Melton Mowbray July 4 Maurice Williams, Leicester 

unm, Sevnesee, Prittlewell, Essex June1l6é Russell & Arnholz, Great Winches- 
enue _ Henry, Liphook, Hants, Esq,JP June20 Snow & Co, Great St 
Perkins, ast sen, Leicester June 24 Douglass, Market Harborough 

Porrer, Ex1za, San Francisco July1 Parker & Co, The Rectory, Cornhill 

Prout, Joszru, Gloucester June 24 Champney & Long, Gloucester 

Reap, Joux, Liverpool July 31 Martin & Co, Liverpool 

Reap, Mary, Southport July 31 Martin & Co, Liverpool 

Rosertson, Witu1am, Hackney July4 Mil) & Co, Brunswick pl, City rd 

Scares, JEANNETTE, Lancaster June 30 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 

Simmonps, Isaac, Spitalfields June 20 Edell & Gordon, Cheapside 

Smauiey, AnpRew, Lincoln, Tailor June 22 Jessopp & Co, Sleaford 

Soromon, Savi, Upper Norwood, Merchant July7 Williams, Sherborne lane 

Sree.s, Cuares, Pocklington, York, Grocer July 31 Sargent, Pocklington 

Tout, Joun Casxety, Devonport, Seaman RN June20 Gill, Devonport 

Wetts, Ricuarp Guy, Leicester July 4 Maurice Williams, Leicester 

Witson, James, Liverpool, Wholesale Clothier June 23 Isaac & Johnson, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Tourspay, May 26. 
Batpwin, Leonarv, Warwick June 26 Chadwick & Son, Warwick 
om Sipvey Sarrs, South Kensington June 30 Bannister & Reynolds, Basing- 


st 
Bayuer, Rev Joseru Tysxe.1, Saint George, Glos June 30 Strickland & Co, Bristol 
Brown, James, Tonbridge, Kent, Market Gardener July 1 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Cosma Samus., New Swindon, Wilts, Engineer July 11 Rose-Innes & Co, Billiter sq 
Guseame The Hon Mrs Gsorciana, Hove, Sussex June 30 Howlett & Clarke, 
CueeTHam, James, Glodwick, Oldham, Gardener June 13 Ponsonby & Carlile, 
idham 


quwan Raps, Leigh, Lancaster June 27 Gilroy & Speakman, Leigh 

Cooxs, James Fixtcuer, Everton, nr Liverpool July? Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Coorzr, Mantua, Croydon Juneé Longcroft, Havant, Hants 

Crastaes, Jouy, Scammonden, Yorks, Farmer July 1 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 
Dicxixson, Lucy, Sheffield July? Henry Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Everanki Jaume, 's Stortford, Herts, Grocar July 30 Baker & Thorneycroft 
Fanreus, Maer, Clifton, Bristol July 15 Press & Co, Bristol 

Gissons, Cxantes, Northampton June23 Whitton, Towcester 

Grainagr, Epwarp, Harnage, nr Shrewsbury June 30 Henry Wade & Son, Shrewsbury 
Harper, Erten Daypex, Northampton July4 Watson, Lutterworth 

Jackson, Epwarp, Brindle, Lancs, Farmer July 20 Darley & Son, Blackburn 


tt, Many, Leicester June 2 Berridge & Sons, Leicester Marruews, Watroue Sant Irrusy Kewarcx, Covent garden June 24 Langton, New 


Burn, Haxnier, Northam, Devon June 30 Rooker & Bazeley, Bideford 
Biaoxen, Jony, Gt Winchester st June 30 Budd & Co, Austinfriars 


snes Wru1am Vavenan, Monmouth, Hotel-keeper July1 Watkins & Co, Ponty- 





Bovzoxiaxon, Any, Mount Park rd, Ealing June20 Clement & Co, Pall Mall | 


Norr, Watrsr Moreay, Clifton, Bristol, Corn Merchant July 31 Beckingham & Co, 
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Ocpsx, Jacos, Oldham June13 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

Ricuarpsox, Witu1am, Warter, York, Farmer July 11 Robson, Pocklington 
Ruey, Wituram Srizzs, Lewin, Hertford, Farmer June 10 Spence & Co, Hertford 
Szatox, Toomas Laxcrorp, Balham, Surrey June 25 Charlton, St Swithin’s lane 


Tayzor, Mrs. Axx, South Mims,nr Barnet June 30 Osborn Boyes, Barnet, Herts 
Wirxrxsox, Hexry, Surbiton, Surrey, Barrister July 18 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Woopcock, Marra, Deal June 20 EW & V Knocker, Dover 
Woopcocx, Writ1am, Dover J une 20 EW & V Knocker, Dover 
Wrwwx, Jaues, Manchester July 22 Claye & Son, Manchester 

London Gazette.—Fripay, May 29. 
Baupwrs, Lzoxarp, Warwick June 26 Chadwick & Son, Warwick 
Butiocx, Acxgs Carouixe, Clapham July 7 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Corros, Coryetia, Harrogate, York June 23 Eldridge, Newport, I W 
fan, 5 oe ae Ashby de la Zouch, Leicester June 22 Fisher & Co, Ashby de 
molantn ll Grimsby, Lincoln June 30 Hewitt, Grimsby 
Foorp, Rev Ricnarp Hewry, Foxholes Rectory, Yorks July1 Frankish & Co, Hull 
June 2i May & Co, Laurence 
Hovtxer, Seees, Blackburn July 31 Porter, Blackburn 
Howankrp, Betty, Atherton, Lancs June15 Hope & Garstang, 


Fox, Wittram Bearvsworts, Chelsfield, Kent, Farmer 
Poun hill 


Wigan 

Maysosz, Jous Crarxsox, Wolverhampton Augi Fowler & Langley, Wolverhampton 

Martrx, Witurau Rosert, Brixham, Devon July6 Roberts & Andrew, Exeter 

Mokztey, Jon, Leicester, Draper June 27 Arnall, Leicester 

Murray, Gzorce, Northumberland June 30 Douglas, Alnwick 

Psgacocx, Hargiet, Hammersmith July1 Sayer & Cadle, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 

Peacock, Jony, Wokingham, Berks June 25 Cuobbett & Co, Manchester 

Perarss, Josuva, Douglass, Market Harborouzi 

Prescr, Jous, Gt Driffield, York, Joiner July 15 Locking & Holdizh, Hull 

Pctrozp, Epwarp, Leeds July 1 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 

Pru, Horatio Nostez, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry, Solicitor 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Egham, Surrey Augi Lock & Reed, Dorchester 

Roszrrsos, Cxartes, Peckham July1 Pritchard & Co, Little Trinity lane 

Saaw, Mania Mazr, Folkestone, Kent July 6 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Srrisscer, Rev Jonx Sweerser, Uffeulme, Devon July 3 Lee Michell, Wellington, 

Srevess, Marcaret, Brighton July7 Cheesman, Brighton 

Syuzs, Jons Tvesez, Kilmington, Devon Jane2t Forward, Axminster 

Versos, Witttax Tassiz, Suttonon Hull, York July 1 Frankish & Co, Hull 

Warre, James Cuantes, Kentish Townrd JulyS Yielding & Co, Vincent sq, West- 


sen, Leicester June 24 


June 30 Tatham; & Pym, 


Respatt, Grorce ATKINS, 


‘Wasruorztasp, Saran Axx, Guiseley, York June 30 Newstead & Co, Otley 
Wesros, Jonx Epwazp, Ravensworth, Westmoreland June 30 Church & Co, Bedford 
row 


London Gazette.—Tcespay, Jane 2. 
sere ~aamenen Baptiste, Shanghai, China July 8 Indermaur & Brown, Chancery 
— Laman Brearley, Warwick, Farmer July 18 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon 
Baez, Jous Witttam, Bexhill on Sea June 30 Brundrett & Co, King’s Bench walk 
Bepwett, Tuomas, Faversham, Kent July1 Johnson, Faversham 
Bestsetos, Wit114m, Scarborough, Esq,J P Augi Dodds & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Besserr, Avevustvs Haprretp, Rotherham, York July15 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Bossier, Janes, Bearsted, Kent, Grocer Augi Johnson, Faversham 
Beppes, Wituiam, Dorset July 4 Steggall & Co, Weymouth 
Cuemest, Gzozce Brxoiz, Southampton, Master Mariner July 15 
Corz, Hzser, . Norfolk June2 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Dexsot, Jzas Joseru, Paris July1 Traill & Howell, Queen Victoria st 
Eos, Taouas, Gloucester, Surgeon July 18 Taynton & Co, Gloucester F 
Exuuorr, Eowr Letcartetp, Oxford July 15 Walsh, Oxford 
Evaxs, Enwazp, Liverpool, Butcher July 5 Grace & Smith, Liverpool 
ame” 3 Jas, Evelyn mansions, Westminster June 2 Lumley & Lumley, Con- 
Hosrcavecn, Tuomas, Dartford July 11 Neish & Co, Watling st 
Jacnsos, a Old Stratford, Warwick, Yeoman July18 Slatter & Co, Stratford 
upon Avon 

Jacsos, Jazz, Prudhoe June 22 Porster, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Jevuise, Sauvet, Pembroke, Hotel Keeper June) Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 
Jorce, Wiittsm, Wethersfield, Eesex, Farmer June 22 Holmes, Bocking, nr Braintree 
Ksxe, Eowrs Hewxr, South Kensington July1 Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Krsostose, Moses, Bedminster, Builder June 2 Cumberland, Bristol 
Lezos, Lewis Wataen, Norwood, Sarrey June 1s Prior & Young, Colchester 
Macxat, Rostrr, North Walsham, Noriolk June 2 Davison & Syme, Edinburgh 
Manan, FPassces Lociss, St Leonards, Sussex July 18 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 
Mise, Gronor, Upper Norwood July 1 Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Weve, Mazr Hawxan, Leami Priors, Warwick July 4 F 

ington y reemman & Co, 


Robins & Co, 


. 


Oapex, Henry, Atherton, Lancaster, = a July 21 Lewis Carr, Atherton 
Pearson, Witt1am, Milnthorpe, Westmrid June 30 Hart Jackson & Son, Ulverston 
Popesta, StepHen Ferpinanp, Cardiff July1 Thomas & Francis, Cardiff 
Sarceant, AtyRep Franx, Hove, Sussex July 10 Sheffield & Co, St Swithin’s lane 
Scorr, Jonny, and Ricnarp Scorr, Lambeth July 16 Gush & Co, Finsbury cres 
Saurru, Mra Mary, Highgate June 13 Preston, Tonbridge 
Symoyps, Eowarp Witu1au, Portswood, Southampton July 1 
Winchester 
Tot, Epwry, Devonport, Miner July 10 Gill, Devonport 
Fone come, Radclive cum Chackmore, Bucks, Farmer June18 Hearn & Hearn, 


July 1 


Seotney & Shentons, 


eee JanE, Newcastle upon Tyne Hoye & Co, Newzeastle upon 
'yne 


London Gazette—Fripay, June 5. 
ALLRED, Jouy, Atherton, Lancs, Painter July 2 Hope & Garstang, Atherton 
Ampies, Witu14y, Rastrick, York, Grocer July 4 Barker & Oliver, Brighouse 
Anpreaz, Ametia, East Sheen, Surrey July 11 Drake & Co, Rood lane 
Awvyetr, Georce, Southampton, Carpenter July 10 Hickman & Son, Southampton 
Ba.spon, James, Westleigh, Devon, Farmer July 21 Hole & Peard, Bideford 
Bayxs, Witi1am Stanistreet, Liverpool July 17 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 
Bartow, Epwarp, Radcliffe, Lancs July 11 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Bayuiss, Joun, Oxford July 1 Ballard, Woodstock 
Briees, Wiu1am, Cambridge, Farmer July3 Graham, Haverhill, Suffolk 
Bucxtey, Epuunp, Rochdale July 15 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Campsety, CHartes, Brunswick sq, Decorator July 4 Stanley & Co, Ludga‘e Hill 
Carey, Anraur Epwarp, Bedford July 1 Burton, Surrey st, Strand 
Caro, Tuomas Ensor, St Leonards on Sea July 25 Baillie & Cato, George st 
Correrre.t, James, Knowle, Warwick, Farmer July 16 King & Ludlow, Birmingham 
Crawrorpb, Anye Exizasets, Bath Augs Chesterman, Bath 
Costa, Estuer Meyves Da, Brighton July3 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Datey, Frepericx, Weston super Mare June 24 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 


Dez Tas.ey, the Rt Hon Jouyn —- Leicester, Baron, Knutsford, Cheshire July 11 
Roweliffes & Co, Bedford ro 
Farers, Henry, Nayland, Suffolk, > July 1 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 


Gasie, Taomas, Oxford, Licensed Victualler July 10 Hazell & Baines, Oxford 
Gampe, Samvet Nortaes, Girlington, York July 15 Gaunt & Co, Bradforl 
Garver, Huan, Clapham, Surrey July 11 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 

Gissinc, Sanan, New Cross, Kent July 9 Armstrong, Crooked lane, King William st 





| 





Hawittox, Georce, Kinver, Stafford July7 Talbot, Kidderminster 


Hayxey, Tuomas Frepericxk Barnanp, Cranleigh, Surrey, Captain July 20 Tyler, 
Clement’s inn, Strand 
Hart, Henry Taouiissoy, Bournemouth July18 Parker & Co, Rectory, Cornhill 


Haypes, Gzorce, Binfield, Berks June25 Field, Reading 

Hayes, Josepu, Downham, nr Clitheroe, Yeoman July 6 Easthams & Holme, Clitheroe 
Hewertson, Tuomas, Ware, Staverton,Devon July1 Carr, High Holborn 

Hossox, Aya Magia, Brighton July15 Rooper & Whatley, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Homax, Mary, Dacres rd, Forest hill July7 Thompson & Debenhams, Salters hall et 
Hovutpsworts, Epira Eaity, Grosvenorsq July 6 Peel, Norfolk st, Strand 

Samii Beem, Thurgoland, ur Sheffield, Farmer July 17 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, 


enis' 
Lyons, ALExanpDER, Whitechapel July 1 Russell & Arnholz, Gt Winchester st 


Manset, Gosmes Preype.., Smedmore, Dorset July 13 Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln's 
inn fie 
Mavpe, Witziam, Yeadon, Yorks June 24 Walmesley, Yeadon 


McKay, Taouas Streruexs, Hulme, Manchester July13 Lawrence & Co, Manchester 

Mvwutseavx, Jouy, Atherton, Lancs July2 Hope & Garstang, Atherton 

Mcsstow, Wiiu1ax, Alfreton, Derby, Sanitary Inspector July 9 Wilson, Ashton under 
Lyne 

O'Haxio, Joux Curistorpuer, Spennymoor, Durham, Surgeon July 11 Badcock, 
Bis Anc 

Pearce, Whiston Hewry, Bloomsbury st, Holborn July 3 Firth & Co, Chancery lane 

Peex, Wituiam, Sydenham July1 Devonshire & Co, Frederick’s pl 

Potvarp, Feeprick Wii.1au, Birmingham, Publisher Guy Pritchard, Birmingham 

Ports, Jous, Harrogate, York July30 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Puc, Carnenixe, Clapham, Surrey July 25 Baillie & Cato, George st 


Rooxz, Tones, Iford Manor, Bradford on Avon July 15 Leathes & Maynard, Lincoln's 


inn 

Szan.e, Feascis Yarp, Lympstone, Devon, Builder July 1 Jerman & Thomas, Exeter 

Sevaewoon, Bexsamix, Gravels, Penistone, York July 17 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, 
isto’ 


SLADE, ex, Woolston, Southampton, Butcher July1 Bel® Woolston 
Surrn, Axwe Exiza, Drypool, Kingston upon Hull June 30 Townsend, Hull 
Txompsox, Enwanv Wi140x, Goole, York July1 England & Son, Goole 
Trius, Evwanp, Goole, York, Corn Miller July1 England & Bon. Goole 


Tvcxermax, the Hon Caantes Kzatixo, New York, USA July 6 Hores & Pattisson 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


| Wasnsovewx, Witt1am, Walsall, Brick Manufacturer Aug1 Evans, Walsall 


War, Many, Beltring, nr Paddock Wood, Kent 


July 6 Cripps & Son, Tunbridge 


ells 
| Woon, Gronaina, Wetheral, Cumberland June 20 Jackson, Carlisle 





Warex, Micnars Avovsivs, West Drayton Aug 19 Ward & Thomas, Maidenhead 
Veons, Gaenee Wititam, Bournemouth, Merchant July 31 Young & Son, Ely pl, Hol- 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, June 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARTHUR, name Kentish Town, Builder High Court Pet 
May 14 Ord June2 

BAKER, A Peanagt Marti, Gray’s inn sq, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March19 Ord June 2 

Bazox, o~ Winu1aM aa fom, Yorks, Painter Wake- 

field Pet May 28 May 

on, en Hasrison oo, Hatton grdn, Clerk 
High C Pet June1 Ord Junel 

BusTor, * de Grorce, Burton on Trent, Maltster 
Burton on Trent Pet June3 Ord June3 

Cansy, Joun Francis, Shipley, Yorks, Joiner Bradford 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Cups, James, Hornsey, Builder High Court Pet May 
13 Ord June 2 

DearvEN, ALBERT, Blackpool, y tpteaeated Contractor 
Preston Pet May4 Ord June 

Dexman, WILLIAM, — a High Court 
Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Duxcax, Herpert Luppinetoy, Kingston upon Hull, 
Tobacconist Kingston upon Hull “Pet May 18 Ord 


May 29 
E.Mes, has Derby, Gardener Derby Pet June 3 Ord 
Jun 


Evans, Tow ARD THOMAS, Beetels, Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
pridd PetJunel OrdJune 1 

Guass, RopentT ALEXANDER, and Jonn WALKER Merapow- 
crort, Stafford, Grocer Stafford Pet May 14 Ord 
June 1 

Grant, Joun, Warrington, Furniture Manufacturer War- 
rington Pet May16 Ord June1l 

Grgexer, Gzorcz, Ryton on Tyne, Contractor Newcastle 
onTyne Pet Junel Ord Junel 

Huurnreys, Nancy Toomasine, Swansea Swansea Pet 
June3 Ord June 3 

Jerrrizs, G E, South Tottenham, Builder Edmonton Pet 
May7 Ord Junel 

Joxzs, Danizt Henry, Liandilo, Builder Carmarthen 
Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Joxzs, Joun, ae, Printer Manchester Pet May 
ll Ord June 2 

Krxcu, WILi1Am, Saag, Oxford, Solicitor Oxford 
Pet May 13 Ord Junel 

ur ey Kendal, Fish Hawker Kendal Pet Junel 

June 1 

Lewis, M J, Manselton, nr Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet 
May16 Ord June 2 

Mactavrin, Danie, Walthamstow High Court Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 

Martix, Many fp Zaetpen, Grocer Portsmouth 


Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Muizr, Wittram Joun, Egremont, Cheshire, Tailor 
Liverpool Pet May12 Ord June 1 

Nevirt, Hersert, Stapeley, nr Nantwich, Vs Manufac- 
turer Nantwich PetJune1 Ord June 

Newman, Anruur ALBERT, Bournemouth, Cabdriver Poole 
Pet May 30 Ord M: - gS 

Owex, Evan, Liverpool, Provision Merchant High Court 
Pet May 13 Ord Junel 

Pearce, sr Bournemouth, Butcher Poole Pet June 


une 
Rows, Epwin, Fulham rd, Baker High Court Pet June 
2 Ord Jun 


Sacz, Jonny, Coventry Cab Proprietor Coventry Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 

Sternenson, Wituiam Henry, em, Furniture 
Dealer Poole Pet May 29 Ord May 

Tuomas, Many, Tonypandy, Grocer Ponty pid Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Wessrer, Wittiam, Bradford, Woolstapler Bradford 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Wrsrcartu, Joun Davinsoyx, Normanby, be Painter 
Stockton on Tees Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Wutiams, Lewis, Newport, Shipping Contractor New- 
port, Mon Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Witurams, Wit11am, Llangollen, Builder Wrexham Pet 
June? Ord June 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baz, Roperr, Bradford, Yorks June 12 at 11 Off Ree, 
3i, Manor row, Bradi ford 
Beswerrs, WittiaM, St Austell, Cornwall, Farmer June 
13at12 Off Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 
BYNON, Freperick Witu1am, Alfriston, Sussex June 16 
at2.45 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
Brows, Jos, Rochdale, Carrier June 12 at 10.15 Town- 
hall, Rochdale 
Browy, . Lewis, Downend, Glos, Builder June 17 at 12 Off 
» Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Burrows, James Henry, and Avovsra Mary Burrows, 
Horley, Surrey, Millers June 12 at 11.30 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge. 
Cana, Wittiam, Bamber Bultes, nr Preston, Farmer June 
19 at 3.30 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Cuarmay, Cranes Greoonry, Forest Hill, Kent, Builder 
June 12 at 12.80 24, Railway ap , London Bridge 
my Gronag, Emsworth, eee ‘lorist June 17 at 
De ff Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
cee R & Co, Northamptonshire, Boot Manutacturers 
June 13 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
TCHER, THomas, Pre ~ Bmasy Staffs June 12 at 2.15 
North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 
OWLsToN, Jonn, Stratford place, Oxford st June 12 at 
2.30 Bankrptey bldgs, Carey st 
Grace, Marrunw » Rishton, Lanes, Collier 
ih ity Court house, Blackburn 
stines, ALyRED Ganbinen, New we ndish st June 12 
atil Bankruptey bldgs, Care 
pay, Witiiam, Colchester, I = July 3 at 12 Cups 
1, Colchester 


Hovosux,’ Wiiram, Kendal June 15 at 11.90 Off Reo, 
Inns, Comey Toret a ue J 
riThs, 
10 2, Oita st, Horcfort 0 rarian June 16 at 





June 17 at 1 












La, Freperick James, 
12 at 3.40 Bankruptcy toy bldgs, Garey st ou 
Luioyp, MELVILLE aeton ‘ewport, Mon, Colliery 
June 18 at 1 Off Rec, Gloucester Rank a. 
e 
Mepuicort, James Meape, Hampton Bish Hereford, 
Farmer June 16 at 2.30 2, Offa st. Here! ord 
Mitiwarp, Witt1am, Newport, Mon, Traveller June 13 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Nasu, Cuartes Joun Pratt, Hereford June 16 at10 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 


Pearson, Atrrep James, Rolvenden, Kent, Bootmaker 
June 15 12.30 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, 


Hastings 
Pirt, Wi.11am, Hove, Sussex, Fruiterer June 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavili ion bldgs, Brighto n 
PurNeE.L, Roperr Cooper, , Worcester, Haulier 
June 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Wor- 


comine 

Ricuarpson, Samurt, Bri: Ee prints Builder June 16 at 12 
Off 4, Pavilion bl 

Rosson, eae pare ey 2 — a Gateshead, 
Drapers June 24at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosiey st, New- 
castle on 

Russet, Tuomas, Beckley, Sussex, Grocer June 17 at 2 
George Hotel, Rye 

SHEPHERD, Exocu, Wolverhampton June 15 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

SHILLAM, Wa rer, Calverley, Yorks June 12 at12 Off 

31, Manor row, Bradford 

Sarru, Frank Hervert, St Leonards on Sea, Hairdresser 
June 4 at oa Young & Son, ae bldgs, a 

Taytor, James, Spenn: = 2 enngee une 
16 at1.45 Three Hotel, Dar 

Taytor, Wit.14m, Birch, Lancs } ns 12 2 at 10.45 Town- 
hall, Rochdale 

WAtxer, Georce, Worthing June 16 at3 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

beds Me | OnN, Southsea, Hotel Proprietor June 

“* Ree, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 

— 

Wueatitey, Caartes Kennepy, Aberystwith, Musician 
June 25 at 12.45 Townhall, Aberystwith 

vee Cart, Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant —— 17 at 

1.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle o: 

Weanane: Arraur Epwarp, Bridgend, Gan. pind 16 at 

11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, C; 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Banos, Joan Wii.1aM Frep, oy Yorks, Painter Wake- 
field Pet May 28 Ord May 

Brows, Epear Harrison _ + Ml Hatton grdn, Clerk 
High Court Pet June1 Ord June 1 

Bourton, Frepericox Georcr, Burton on wat, Maltster 
Burton on Trent PetJune3 Ord June 

Carry, Joun Francis, Shipley, York, , dl Bradford 
Pet June 2 Ord June 3 

Eauuett, Roserr Toomas Everarp, Camberwell, News- 
agent High Court Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

as ~ oy Derby, Gardener Derby Pet June3 Ord 


une 
Bonguens 208 Joun, Bristol, Stevedore Bristol Pet May 21 


Evans, re Tuomas, Ferndale, Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
Pet June 1 Ord June 2 

Fisuer, James, Fenchurch avnue, Shipowner High Court 
Pet April 28 Ord June 3 

Greener, Georae, Ryton on Tyne, Syne Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Junel Ord Jun 

Hopkins, WAtTeR SAMUEL, Westbourne Park, Hosier High 
Court Pet March6 Ord June 3 

Huwrureys, Nancy Tromasine, Swansea Swansea Pet 
June3 Ord June3 

Jones, Danizt Henry, Siondin, Builder Carmarthen 
Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Lawresce, Cuartes Freperick, Bayswater, Clerk High 
Court Pet May2 Ord June 4 

Lose, Fema, Kendal, Fish nd a Kendal Pet Junel 


eee Dayret, Walthamstow High Court Pet June 

2 e 2 

Marty, Many. Ameuta, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet June 2 Ord June 3 

Mier, be Joun, i Ches, Tailor Liver- 
pool PetMayS Ord June 1 

Nevirt, Hersert, Stapeley, nr Nantwich, Brick Manufac- 
turer Nantwich Pet June1 Ord June 1 

Parnrer, James Samvust, jun, Lf Greengrocer 
High Court Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Pearce, Cuartts, Bournemouth, Butcher Poole Pet 
May 30 Ord June 1 

Rares, Cuarves, Sheffield Sheffield Pet May 6 Ord 

ay 

Rirreyvsera, Jossrn B, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer Cardiff 
Pet May 20 Ord 4 1 

Rows, Eowrx, Fulham rd, Baker High Court Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Saar, ym pana Sena, Cab Proprietor Coventry Pet June 
2 


SuKarra, font James, Lee, Kent, Wheelwright Green- 
wich Pet A 14 Ord June? 

Tuomas, Mary, Tonypandy, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
Junel Ord Jane 2 

Tuomas, Jony, Ponty rida, Innkeeper Pontypridd Pet 
May 29 Ord Jun 

Wensrrr, Whsasase, Bradford, Yorks, Woolstaper Brad- 
ford ‘Pet Junei Ord June 2 

Wersroarru, Joun Davinsoy, Normanby, Yorks, Painter 
Stockton on Tees Pet June? Ord June 2 

Wuirxey, eaten Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet April 


Ww ry gy Shi Co! 
x Wr mtractor New- 
port, Mi Lavin, § une’ Ord June § 
Witiiams, ‘Fra Tuenes Newport Newport, Mon Pet 
y 22 Cates 
Wittiams, Winnias, | RR Builder Wrexham Pet 
June? Ord June 2 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hares, Srarrorp Atrrep, Gt Musgrave, Westmoreland, 
pened tae Aye Kendal Adjud March 29, 1894 


London Gasette.—Tusspar, June 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Appietox, Watrer Quarrox, Harswell, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Juneé6 Ord June6 

Asuton, Joux Worrn, Whitby Birmingham Pet June 4 

A on gy E Leeds, Shopkeeper Leeds 

TKINSON, ANNIE ELIZABETH, ‘op! 

Pet June3 Ord June 3 

sa, bop jun, Dalston High Court Pet June 4 

Barey, Ricnar> Aaron, Southampton, Marine Engineer 
Southam: Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Barxiam, Francis Joux, West Bromwich, Forge Roller 

. beg tana = “= Pet June 4 von! = 

LUHM, QusytTin Tazopore, Higher —% = Man- 
| eg Stockbroker Salford Pet ’21 Ord 
une 5 

CorrTox, —_, Rochdale, Coal Dealer Rochdale Pet 
June6é Ord June 6 

Fee, = anes, Bouverie st High Court Pet May 21 

une 5 

Frost, CHARLES ay Hattingen. Lac2 Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Garuick, Taomas Grorce, Port Talbot, Glam, Cattle 
Dealer Neath Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Greenwoop, Ortanpo Wuirs, Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet 

uneS Ord June5 


J 

Haut, Henry Corie, Cheshire, Clerk Birkenhead Pe 
April8 Ord June 4 v 

Hatt, Saran, South Schoolmistress Durham Pet 
Juneé6 Ord June é 

Bicuier, Some, ~~ Wilts, Carpenter Bath Pet 
June 4 June 4 

| Hottoway, W, Bristol, Baker Plymouth Pet May 22 
Ord June5 


Hotvoway, Pare James, Minehead, Somerset, Grocer 

Taunton Pet June6 Ord June 6 
oo, Ey Derby, Carriage Builder Derby Pet June4 
Hoveuroy, Dein = gy General Dealer Shrews- 

Pet June4 Ord June 

Jones, Frank Wrixwoop, ae Salop, Tailor 
Lz Ep: 7 ae Cobridee. Stadt Machinist 

16H, Epmunp WItttam, 's, 

Hanley June 4 Ord June 4 
i <, A.W; Waterloo rd, Builder High Court Pet: 
we Joun WILLIAM, Beniaghen, Builder Birming-- 

ham PetJune6 Ord June 
Prercs, Taomas, Walcot, Bath, a Bath Pet June’ 
Sawren, H A, Hammersmith, Clerk High Court Pet 

AWYER, 

April29 Ord June 4 
Sume.tp, Sipvey Gerorce, Penarth, Glam, Statiomer 

Cardiff Pet June5 Ord June 5 
Sictey, Asnanan, Louk, Staffs, Tailor Macclesfield Pet 

May 23 Ord June 
gasp, Maxwe tt, York st, St James’s High Court Pet. 

April 13 Ord June 4 


wan, ‘woman, hy Ry. Hartlepool, Clerk Sunderland 
une 
WELcHMAY, ‘nea Bush rd High Court Pet 


April 16 
Wiccox, Carnerive Mary, Ealing Brighton Pet May 21 


rd June 5 


Amended notice substituted for that genet in the 
London Gazette of May 15 


Wairrraker, Wittiam Taytor, Moseley Sienteitens Ord 
May 12 
meee for that pennant in the 
London Gazette of May 26 
ney Dove Crarues Grarwe, Manchester Manches- 
ter Pet May6 Ord May 21 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 2: 
Purye.t, Rosert Coorsr, Grimley, Wores, Haulier Wor- 
cester Pet May 19 Ord May 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
a} & Maarrry, *s inn 7A Solicitor June 1S 
7 Joux Witurasm, Howdon, 
~~ June 22 at 11.30 Off Bea on Meter =. 
Bowsa Ricuarp Taomas, and Jonw Hexay Borsa. 
Peck Timber Merchants June 16 at 2.30 Bank- 


Caner, Jonn Fraxcrs, Shipley, Yorks, Joiner June 17 at 
nm u OF Ban, ek 4 7 ay uthampton, Corn 
oupTon, Taowas Hewry Epwarp, 
Merchant June 17 at 12 Star Hotel, Ando’ 


Deapman, Henry, June 16 16 at 3.15 
Coles & Sons, 

De Murnretra, Avnriayo, Gt st, Merchant June 
19 at 11.30 st 

De Me ~~ ——— pBaL, Gt by Merchant 


ren hoe 


De Mvanrera, A cane Se Merchant 
June 19 at 11.30 


Dr Sauicrro, Marqurs Luret, June 





18atll Bankruptey bidgs, Carey at 





Burrox, Mona kes cemen, Lang on bey Ty % 
gue e at 11.90 Midland Hotel, Station st, on 






} 
} 
; 
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De Mvuraieta, Joszr, Gt Winchester st, Merchant June 
19 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Eautuett, Rosert Tuomas Everarp, Camberwell, News- 
agent June i6ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Epwarps, Davin, Cilfynydd, nr Pontypridd, Grocer June 
16 at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Exuisox, Mary Louisa, Manchester June 17 at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Exmes, Jos, Derby, Gardener June 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
40, St Mary’s gt, Derby 
Friawx, Wiiu1am, Northamptonshire, Hay Dealer June 17 
at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Foster, Wii1iam, East Dereham, Norfolk, Dealer June 
20at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Grssox, Ricuarp, Birmingham, Cratemaker June 17 at 11 
Colmore row 
Grustett, Jonx Epwaxzp. Durham, Confectioner June 16 
2.15 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
Grass, Ropert AtExanper, and Jonx Warker Meapow- 
crort, Stafford, Grocers June 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
King st, Newcastle under Lyme 
Hanzrsetr, Epwarp, Pontypridd, Beer Merchant June 18 
at12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
» Wriu1au Henry. Spring st, Hyde Park, Chemist 
June 16at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hrigr, Groner, Seend, Wilts, Carpenter June 17 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Hrxsox, Epwrs Pexprep, Weymouth, Tailor June 16 at1 
Off Ree, Salisbury 
Hoven, Tox, Derby, Carriage Builder June 1S at 2.30 Off 
Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Hovextos, Tuomas, Shrewsbury, General Dealer June 18 
atll Off Rec, Shrewsbury 
Hester, Davin Coanies Gearuz, Manchester June 17 at 
2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Jacxsox, Ropert, Scarborough, Furniture Dealer June 16 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Jous, Epwis Row asp, Cilfynydd, Pontypridd, Wheel- 
ight JunelSat3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydiil 
Lewrs, Dasret, Troedrhiwfweh, Glam, Collier June 17 at 
12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Marttx, Mary Ametia, Landport, Grocer June 17 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction 
Owezs, Evas, Liverpool, Provision Merchant June 17 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Parstse, Jaues Sauver, the younger, Rotherhithe, Green- 
grocer June l6atili Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
Pearce, Cuanves, Bournemouth, Butcher June 18 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Salisbury 
Ricwargps, Davipo Horxis, Merthyr Tydfil, Commission 
Agent Junel6at3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Rosz, M, Dalston June 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


st 
Rowe, Eowrts, Fulham rd, Baker June 18 at 12 Bank- 
¥ bide«, Carey st 
Srersessoxs, Wittiam Heyer, Bournemouth, Furniture 
June 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Wacxetr, Aureep Bosp, Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler 
June 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Weassrze, Writtam, Bradford, Yorks, Woolstapler June 
16 at 11 _ Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Warrser, Writs, Cardi 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Wiittaxs, Lewis, Newport, Shipping Contractor June 17 


at 11 Off Rec, Givucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Wirttams, Eva Tuzersa, Ne June 17 at 11.30 Off 
ec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Areietos, Wattze Qraztox, Harswell, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet JuneS Ord June6 

Asrace, Gross, Kentish Town, Builder 
Pet May 14 Ord Juneé 

Asaros, Jous Wourn, Whitby, York Birmingham Pet 
Jane Ord June 4 

Arxissos, Aystz Ecizasetn, Leeds, Shopkeeper Leeds 
Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Acstiz, Grosse, jun, Dalston High Court 
Ord June 4 

Barrer, Feasx, Leicester, Leather Merchant Leicester 
Pet May6 Ord June 2 

Batrer. Ricnary Arnos, Southampton, Marine Engineer 

pteom Pet JuneS Ord June5 

Barxcan, Peascts Joss, West Bromwich, Forge Roller 
Ww wawich Pet June3 Ord Jane 4 

Correos, Jamus, Rochdale, Coal Dealer Rochdale Pet 
dane 6 Ord June é 

Desouas, Hexer, Eastbourne, Pruiterer Eastbourne Pet 
Janis Ord Janes 

Derwes, Wrertan, Wimbledon, 
Hi Court Pet Jane % Ord June 6 

Devarer, Aetace Age, Eccex Deseser, and Caarwr 
Masa, Northampton. Boot Manufacturers North- 

Pet May6 Ord June 4 

Provxes, Maeris Wisstssn Beowxe, Queen Annes gt, 
Westmiaste:, Civil Unginesr Hich Court Pet April 
2 Ord Jane ¢ 


High Court 


Pet June 4 


Susrey, Nurseryman 





. Draper June 18 atill Off 


Hovexron, Taomas, Shrewsbury, General Dealer Shrews- 
b Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Hoyrer. Davin Cuartes Grazme, Manchester Manchester 
Pet May6 Ord June 5 

Joxes, Jonn, Manchester, Printer Manchester Pet May 
11 Ord June 3 

Jones, Frank Winwoop, Ludlow, Salop, Tailor Leominster 
Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Kay, Epwis, Croydon, Seed Merchant High Court Pet 
April 30 Ord June 6 

Pawtey, Ricaarp, Plymouth, Builder Plymouth Pet 
May4 Ord June3 

Pearsov, Atrrep James, Rolvenden, Kent, Bootmuker 
Hastings Pet May13 Ord June 4 

Suimeco, Sipvey Geores, Penarth, Glam, Stationer Car- 
diff Pet June5 Ord June 5 : 

Vays, Jouy, Cardiff Cardiff Pet June5 Ord June5 


Vavenan, Ricwarp, Leeds, Drysalter Leeds Pet June 2 
Ord June 2 

Wackert, Atrrep Bonn, Spitalfields Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet May5 Ord June5 

Warsoy. Tuomas, West Hartlepool, Clerk Sunderland 
P4tJune3 Ord June 3 . 

Wargresm, Witi1am Taytor, Moseley Birmingham Ord 

une 2 

Witurams, Arraur Eowarp, Bridgend, Glam Cardiff Pet 

May15 Ord June 4 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 2: 


Puryett, Rosert Coorgr, Grimley, Worcester, Haulier 
Worcester Pet May19 Ord May 23 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Heviry, Berxarp, Dawlish, Devon. Draper 
Adjud Oct 7, 1895 Annul May 21, 1996 


Exeter 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 15.—Messrs. Kine & Cuasemore, at the Mart, at 2, 
the Freehold Residential Estate known as “‘ Goff’s Hill,”’ 
near Crawley, Sussex (see advertisement, June 6, p. 4). 

June 16.—Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brivce- 
WATER, at the Mart, at 2, Three Freehold Residences. 7, 
17, and 19, Porchester-gardens, Hyde Park ; the Freehold 
Shops, 30 and 36, Bow-street, Covent-garden; the 
Residence, 10, Ladbroke-gardens, Notting-hill ; the Free- 
hold Residence, ‘*‘ Fonthill Lodge,” Forest-hill; Lease- 
hold Houses at Finsbury Park; and also the Freehold 
Residence, ‘“* Oaklands,”’ Upper Streatham (see advertise- 
ments, May 30, pp. 2, 3, and 4). 

June 16.—Messrs. Osnons & Mercer, at the Mart, at 2, 
Freehold Residential Property known as “ Danesfield 
Estate,’ near Henley-on-Thames and Marlow. 

June 16.—Messrs. Wattox & Lee. on the premises. at 1, 
the Leasehold Residence, 16, Leinster-gardens, and also 
the Furniture of same (see advertisement, May 30, p. 8). 

| June 17,—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Ceanrievp, at the Mart, 

at 2, Four Leasehold Houses at Rotherhithe; Leasehold 

Residence at Holloway; Freehold Ground Rents secured 

upon property at Limehouse ; Builder’s or Manufacturing 

| Premises at Islington; Three Leasehold Houses and 
Shop at Mortlake; Detached Residence near Ham 
Heath; Residence at Brixton; and also another Resi- 
| dence at Camden Town (see advertisements in this week’s 
issue, on back page). 

June 18.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & Craxriep, at the Mart, 
at 2, Reversions, Life Interests, Policies of Insurance, 
and also a Mortgage Debt (see advertisement in this 
week’s issue, on back page). 

June 19.—Mr. Cuas. P. Wuirevey. at the Mart, at 1, 
Three Life Policies in Royal Insurance Office (see 
advertisement in this week’s issue, page 5). 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 








EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Aeba, MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 





Posren, Witttan, East Dereham, Norfolk, Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet May iz OrdJanes i 


. - j 
Paowr, Cusntes Atrarn, Nottingham, Lace Mannufactarer | 


Pet Jone 6 Ord Jane 6 
Garticn womaa Guonar, Port Taltet. Glam, Catile 
Dealer Meath 


I Pet Jane@ Ord Junes | 


Cremers, Ricuano, Birrainghata, Cratemaker Birtningham | 
letMayi9 Ord Jone 2 | 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBB FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARKISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


Ganeswoow, Oniasne Waren, Leeda Leeds Pet Janes | Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 


Onn Sane S 

Hes. Josaon, Mreatham hill Brizton, Chemist Madel- 
ct Ape ?2 Ord Jane4 : 

Hiatt, Saran, South Sricid«, Achooteniatress Darhaa Pet 
Sane6 Ord Jane 6 

Hsccsan, Gaonae, toond, Wilis, Carpenter 

z Jone 4 Ord Fane 4 

LR OOD, yonane Barun, Rarrow in Furnes 

y aera io Keeper Ulverston Pet April 73 Ord 
dame 5 

Wocow, Tom, Wertz, Carricgs Builder Derby Pet June 4 
(ed Some 


Ba’ is Pet 





Cierks, and Clerke of the Peace. 


’ | Corporation itobes, University and Clergy Gowns. 


VOTABLISHED 1680. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV., 


ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 


Highest price given for Old Point and Modern Meal 


i 
Laces, Od Eenbrroideries, he--Hav war's, 16 and 1%, | 


i Ostord-deectt, W. Katabliahed 1770. 





}YTST-CLASS BUSINESS PREMISES 
CENTRE OF MANCHESTER. 
ABOUT to be REBUILT 
NOW to be LET. 
7 to 23, ST. ANN STREET, 
24 to 28, ST. ANN’S SQUARE. 


Excellent accommodation is available as under :— 
SHOPS with DAYLIGHF BACK ana FRONT. 


AN EXCHANGE BRANCH of a BANK. 
LARGE SUITES of OFFICES for COMPANY PURPOSES, 
or 
OFFICES and CHAMBERS, 
suitable for 
Stock and Share Brokers, Cotton Merchants, Solicitors, 
Accountants, Physicians, Surgeons, Dentists, &c. 


SPACIOUS FIRST-CLASS RESTAURANT in 
BASEMENT. 





SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS for a WINE MERCHANT, 
TOP-LIGHTED EXdIBITION ROOM. 


ELECTRIC LIGHTING 
rane . PERFECT SANITATION. 


ELEVATORS for PASSENGERS and MERCHANDISE. 


GENERAL INFORMATION. 

The building will be one of the most handsome business 
erections in Manchester. The general architectural quali 
is indicated in the view contained in prospectuses whi 
will b2 sent on application. The elevations will be exe- 
cuted in polished stone, “he doorways, along with piers and 
caps, on the ground floor being in Aberdeen granite, 
moulded and polished. No pains have been spared to pro- 
duce a thoroughly sound and attractive buildiog, perfectly 
fitted to its uses, and one worthy of its magnificent site, 
which occupies a truly incomparable position in the very 
centre of the city. k 

e main entrance and staircase will occupy a central 
position, will be of imposing appearance, and of ample 
proportions. 

Elevators.—There will be three elevators—see floor plans 
in prospectus above referred to. (a) A passenger elevator 
in the centre of the main staircase ; (s) An elevator en- 
tirely devoted to conveying merchandise, empties and heavy 
packages to and from the basement and sub-basement ; 
another (c) to be used principally for the convenience af 
the occupiers of the offices for conveying coal and removing 
ashes, &c.; thus keeping the main staircase absolutely free 
from inconveniences. 

The elevators are or will be worked by power from the 
hydraulic mains provided by the Corporation of Man 
chester. 

Fire-proofing.—The sub-basement, basement, and shops 
will be of fire-proof construction. 




















Drainage.—Although the fioor of the sub-basement is 
21ft. below the street level, the drainage is perfect. The 
main artery for the drainage of Manchester is 15ft. below 
the level of the floor of the sub-basement, and the drainage 
of the building has specially connected with this main 
artery by a culvert made at the expeuse of the owner. 
The parts of the building which have been completed are 
absolutely free from damp, and in the completed structure 
perfect dryness may be relied on. 





Completion of Building.—A portion of the structure is 
now erected and is occupied. The erection of the parts 
marked yellow on the various fioor plans (for particulars 
relating to each floor see the prospectus above referred to) 
will commence at Christmas this year (1896). The sub- 
basement, basement, and shops are expected to be realy 
for occupancy by Christmas, 1897, and the offices im the 
upper floors early in 1898. 

Occupancy.—It is intended that the information given 
the prospectus above referred to will enable the owners 
(The Equitable Fire and Accident Office, Limited) to make 
such ae with occupiers as will conduce to 
comfort and convenience of all classes of tenants. - 

The owners are now prepared to confer with intending 
eccupiers, and on the Ist July this year (1806) they wil, # 
far as possible, enter into definite agreements with tena 
and the details of the internal arrangemeats of the baild- 
ing will then be fixed to suit their special requirements. 





Communicstions relating to occupancy (which wil & 
treated as strictly confidential, and which should be mar 
* Private” outside) to be add i to— 
THE SECRETARY, — . 
THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACUIDENT OFFICE, 
LIMITED, 13, 8ST, ANN-STREET, MANCHESTER. 


Equitable 
Fire and Accident Office 1, 


Metropolitan Board: 
Enowany Hrsuy Ady A MLA., LU.B., Linton, WA 
Kowann Kein Herr, Kaq., London, £.C. 
Wu. Suerranvy Hoan, bag., London, NW, 
Besssmix Ganene Lake, aq., London, W.C. 
Lesny Tatton, Key, Torquay, 
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